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THE OLDEST & WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICE. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonpbs, MorTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C_ 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 











ESTABLISHED 1836. 
FUNDS - = = = = £3,000,000 
INCOME .- - - - + £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - £1,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - - £11,700,000 








THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar tc this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 


Wirnovur Prorrrs. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 
| Age | Premium | | Age | Premium | Age Premium | 
| 20 |£178%,| 30 £116%,| 40 , £2 10°, | 


— 








41,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 24 p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 





~ Duration “1 10 yrs. 20 yrs. 30 yrs. | 40 yrs. 


£1,724 £2,067 








_ Amount of Policy £1,199 | £1,438 


Next Bonus as at 31st December, 1901. 





OFFICES: 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE REGRET that we failed in our remarks on the clause in the 
Small Houses (Acquisition of Ownership) Bill to render honour 
to whom honour is due. We said that the Leeds Law Scei 
had already taken up the matter, and quoted a resolution whi 
had been supplied to us. The fact is (as our correspondent, Mr. 
Kenton, explains in another column) that the initiative in the 
matter was taken by the Liverpool Law Society, who put the 
Incorporated Law Society and the provincial law societies in 
motion to prevent the clause from becoming law. 





Tne opposttion to the strange clause 24 of the London 
Government Bill, to which we drew attention a fortnight ago, 
and which proposed to provide that “ The council of any metro- 
politan borough may appear before any court or in any legal 
proceediags by the town clerk, or by any officer or member 
authorized generally or in respect of any special proceeding by 
resolution of the counci!, and the town clerk, or any officer or 
member so authorized, may institute and carry on and 
conduct any proceeding which the borough councils are 
authorized to institute or carry on,” has proved success- 
ful, and the clause was absolutely withdrawn on Monday 
last. We may perhaps be permitted to point out, for the 
benefit of all concerned, that the result of the proceedings 
should act as a lesson to go in boldly for the elimination of 
clauses which are objected to on the ground that they are either 
an attack on the rights of the profession or a breach of faith, 
and not to feebly attempt a compromise. The hankering after 
a compromise is not only fatal to the assertion by the profession 
ofits rights, but is in the nature of a stigma on the Government, 
for it implies that, however clear may be the infraction of such 
rights or of an undertaking, the Government officials have not 
sufficient sense of honour and fairness to admit that they are in 
the wrong. 


Tere Is nothing in the law of England to forbid a man from 
assuming any name he pleases, provided there be no intent by 
so doing to defraud. When James’s Money Lending Bill 
becomes law, it will probably become unlawful for a money- 
lender to carry on his business under any name other than his 
own. But until that time comes, a man may trade under any 
name that suits him, and may carry on distinct businesses under 
different names. This may sometimes be done for reasons 
no means Sp neao but on the other hand it is often done 
in the most honourable and open manner. For example, A., who 
carries on a business in his own name, may buy the goodwill of 
B., who carries on a similar business in another place, and 
continue the business he has bought in its old trade name, 
This principle was judicially recognized this week by the 
judges of a Divisional Court in the case of Cameron v. Tyler, 

Inder section 21 of the —— and Measures Act, 1889, it 
is an offence to deliver more than two hundredweight of coal 
without delivering to the buyer before the coal is unloaded a 
ticket containing, inter alia, the names of the seller and 
buyer. The appellant in this case carried on the business 
of a coal merchant in his own name. He also carried 
on business separately in the name of the Co-operative 
Coal Co, A quantity of coal was ordered from one of 
his places of business carried on under the latter style, 
and a ticket was duly delivered fulfilling all the state- 
tory requirments, but giving the name of the seller as 
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“The Co-operative Coal Co.” He was subsequently prose- 
cuted under the Act on the ground that the ticket did not 
contain the real name of the seller, and was convicted subject 
toa case stated. The conviction was quashed, and the court 
held that a person may adopt any name he pleases with which 
to trade, and that he is justified in describing himself 
by his trade name for the purposes of the Weights and 
Measures Act or otherwise. It must be remembered, however, 
that there does exist some restriction upon the use of a trade 
name. For although by R. 8S. ©., ord. 48a, two or more 
persons carrying on business in partnership under a firm name 
may either sue or be sued in that name, and also any person 
carrying on business in a name other than his own may be 
sued in that name, it has been held that one person carrying 
on business in a name which is not his own cannot sue in his 
trade name (Mason v. Mogridge, 8 Times L. R, 805), 





In tne correspondence, printed elsewhere, which has passed 
between Messrs. Howz & Raxe and the Land Transfer Office, 
attention is called to the difficulties which may beset a mortgagee 
where, subsequently to the mortgage, the mortgaged premises are 
placed upon the register. The possibility of the existence of a 
mortgagee with a title paramount to the registered title is 
recognized by rule 101 of the Land Transfer Rules, and pro- 
vision is made for the exercise by the mortgagee of his power 
of sale. Apart from the register, the mortgagee can, of course, 
exercise his power and convey the property without reference to 
the mortgagor. Should, however, the case above supposed 
have happened, and the land been placed upon the register, 
this free exercise of the power is at an end. Ordinarily 
rule 101 contemplates that the mortgagor will execute a 
transfer, and so place the purchaser on the register, but if he 
refuses, or his execution of a transfer cannot be obtained, or 
can only be obtained after undue delay or expense, the registrar 
is empowered, on produttion of the land certificate, and such 
evidence as he may deem sufficient, to make the necessary entry 
in the register. But this latter procsdure seems to be of very 
little use to the mortgagee. If the mortgagor either will not 
concur or cannot be found, there will be small chance of the 
mortgagee being able to get hold of the land certificate and 
produce it to the registrar; and without such production the 
registrar is powerless to act. The requirement of rule 101 seems to 
be based on the provision of section 8 (1) of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, under which the land certificate is to be produced 
(inter alia) on every rectification of the register. But it may be 
doubted whether an entry made for the purpose of giving effect 
to a sale by a mortgagee is a rectification of the register within 
the meaning of the section, There is no mistaken entry to be 
rectified, but effect is given to a paramount disposition which 
cancels the previous entry. Whether, however, the require- 
ment of rule 101 can be justified or not, the rule stands, and a 
mortgagee in the circumstances supposed must be prepared to 
meet the chance of his requiriug a land certificate when he comes 
to exercise his power of sale. It seems that his proper course, 
as our correspondents suggest, will be to lodge a caution against 
registration of the land by the mortgagor. This he can do under 
section 60 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875 (and see rules 74 to 
77). He will then be served with notice of any applications for 
registration, and should the registration be effected he will 
doubtless be able to arrange to obtain possession of the land 
certificate. 


Tur casz of Reg. v. Lirt, which was brought to a conclusion 
a few days ago at the Old Bailey, was in many ways a somewhat 
remarkable case. The defendant wasindicted in several counts, 
under those sections of the Larceny Act which are aimed at 


restige of the company of which he was for years the managing 

irector. This being so, his counsel made a great effort to 
induce the jury to acquit him, on the grounds that, although he 
did falsify documents, he had no intention to defraud, such 
intention being of the essence of the offence. The judge, how- 
ever, told the jury that if the defendant knowingly made false 
statements of account with the intent that those concerned 
should act upon such statements, they ought to infer an 
intent to defraud. It is doubtful whether this ruling is 
correct, and the judge undertook, if necessary, to state a 
case on the point for the opinion of the High Court. 
But the jury (apparently without guidance) found their own way 
to a verdict which seems to do substantial justice, while at the 
same time avoiding the legal difficulty. One of the counts in the 
indictment was framed on section 84 of the Larceny Act, which 
provides that ‘‘ whosoever being a director, manager, or public 
officer of a public company, shall make, circulate, or publish any 
written statement or account which he shall know to be false in 
any material particular, with intent to deceive or defraud any 
member, shareholder, or creditor of the company, shall be guilty 
of a misdemeanour. It appears that only one of the counts 
followed these words and alleged an intent “‘to deceive and 
defraud,” and the jury fixed on the word “deceive” as being 
appropriate to the occasion, and found the defendant guilty 
under this count of publishing false statements with intent to 
deceive shareholders. It is probable that this sharp distinction 
between an intention to deceive and an intention to defraud has 
seldom been drawn by juries in a charge of this nature. ‘here 
is clearly a wide difference between the two intentions, and in 
this particular one the verdict of the jury seems to fit the 
admitted facts with singular accuracy. In fact, on the principle 
of ‘‘honour to whom honour is due,” the jury are to be con- 
gratulated upon their acuteness and good sense. 





Tuz Covrr or Arpgat last week, sitting to hear appeals 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, after twice repeating 
their previous decisions that a ship in a dock is notitself a dock, 
had to deal with two cases of importance arising under the Act. 
In Ldwards v. Godfrey a workman, engaged in employment to 
which the Act applies, had brought an action in a county court 
against his employers to recover damages under the Employers’ 
Liability Act, 1880, in respect of an injury sustained by him 
in the course of his employment. The action failed on the 
ground that the workman was guilty of contributory negli- 
gence. He did not, at the time judgment was given against 


|him, apply to the judge under section 1 (4) of the Act 


of 1897 to assess compensation under the Act of 1897, but he 
subsequently took separate proceedings to recover such com- 
pensation and obtained an award. This put him in a better 
position than if he had made an application on the conclusion 
of the trial under the Act of 1880, for in that case the judge 
could have deducted from the amount of the award the costs 
incurred by the employer in respect of the unsuccessful action 
against bim. The court held that the course taken by the 
workmau was not authorized by the Act of 1897. Were it not 
for section 1 (4), on the failure of the action under the Act 
of 1880 the matter would be res judicata: that section 
gives the workman a right to claim compensation under the Act 
of 1897, notwithstanding his failure to recover under the earlier 
Act, but this right must be exercised in the manner contemplated 
by the section—viz., immediately on the termination of the action 
under the Act of 1880, so that the judge may have the 
opportunity of exercising his discretion as to deducting 
the costs of that action from any sum awarded as com- 
pensation. This decision is justified not only by the language 
of the Act but by ordinary principles of fair play, In 
Irons vy. Davis & Timmins (Limited) an award of 2s. 6d. 





offences by directors and officers of companies, for falsifying the 


balance-sheets and books of the Millwall Dock Co, This | 


was not, however, the common case of an officer of a company 
defrauding the public for his own profit; on the contrary, the 
defendant admittedly made no private gain, nor did he attempt 
to make any such gain by the acts charged against him. His 
whole aim seems to have been to advance the interests and 


per week for life had been made in favour of a lad who, 
although permanently injured in the course of his employment, 
had been taken back by his employers on his recovery at his old 
rate of wages. The difficulty was that although the present 
‘earnings of the workman continued the same as before the 
accident, his actual capacity for work was diminished, and there 
was a possibility that in going into the service of different 
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employers his earnings would be diminished by reason of the 
partial incapacity occasioned by the accident, and if no com- 
pensation was awarded to him now his case would not, in the 
case of such future diminution of earnings, fall within the power 
given by the first schedule to the Act of ‘‘ ending, diininishing, 
or increasing”’ the work by payment by way of compensation. 
Justice between the parties was arrived at by altering the 
award (which was for 2s, 6d. per week) to one penny per 
week ; this prevented the hardship to the employers of paying 
compensation to a workman whose wages were the same as 
before the accident, while it enabled a review of the compensa- 
tion to be made if necessary at some future time. 





In tue case of Horsey Estate (Limited) v. Steiger and Petrifite 
(Limited), the Court of Appeal (Lord Russgx1, O.J., A. L. 
Saar and Oorzms, L.JJ.) have affirmed the decision of 
Hawxins, J. (1898, 2 Q, B. 259), upon the construction of a 
proviso for re-entry on the winding up of a company, and have 
also settled other points of importance which do not appear to 
have been discussed at the trial. A lease made to an individual 
and to a limited company contained a proviso for re-entry 
“if the lessees shall become bankrupt, or enter into 
liquidation for the benefit of or compound with their creditors, 
or, being a company, shall enter into liquidation, whether 
compulsory or voluntary.’”’ In 1895 the original lessees, with 
the assent of the lessors, assigned to the defendants, who also 
were an individual and a limited company, and in 1897 the 
latter company—Petrifite (Limited)—went into voluntary 
liquidation, not by reason of any pecuniary embarrass- 
ment, but solely for the purpose of reconstruction. Under 
these circumstances it was urged on the part of Petrifite 
(Limited) that the proviso for re-entry had not arisen, since 
according to its true meaning it contemplated only a winding 
up, which was equivalent to a bankruptcy or to an arrangement 
with creditors. But Hawxrys, J., was unable to read into the 
clear language of the proviso any such restriction, and the Court 
of Appeal have taken the same view. The contention of the 
defendant company, as Lord Russxtt, in delivering the judg- 
ment of the court, pointed out, required the introduction after 
“voluntary” of the words ‘‘in consequence of insolvency,” 
and for this there was no justification. The lease made the 
right of re-entry depend = the fact of winding up, 
and not upon the motive. ut it was further urged that 
even if the proviso was to be construed literally yet it 
did not run with the land, and so was not enforceable against the 
defendants, who were only assignees of the lease. This argument, 
however, seems to be precluded by the analogy of the provisoes 
for re-entry on assigning without licence (where licence is 
required) or in the event of bankruptcy, which, it is well settled, 
do run with the land. The provisoes are inserted with a view 
to avoid the introduction of a new tenant against the will of the 
landlord, and this, it was said by Biacksurn, J., in Williams v. 
Earle (L. R. 3 Q. B., p. 749), “is certainly very material as 
touching the interest of landlord and tenant, and touches and 
concerns the thing demised quite as directly as the many covenants 
that have been held to do so.” In Smith v. Gronow (1891, 2 Q. B, 
394), indeed, it was held that after assignment the proviso as to 
bankruptcy related only to the bankruptcy of the assignee and was 
not brought into operation by the bankruptcy of the original lessee. 
The same considerations seem to apply to a re-entry in the case 
of liquidation as in the case of bankruptcy, and the Court of 
Appeal held accordingly that the proviso in question ran with 
the land. It should be noticed that “ assigns” were expressly 
included by the definition clause in the lease. 





Ir sernc thus established in Horsey Estate (Limited) v. Steiger 
and Petrifite (Limited) that the voluntary winding up of the defen- 
dant company for the purpose of reconstruction had brought 
into operation the proviso for re-entry, the further questions 
raised on the appeal related to the notice necessary to be 
given by the lessors under section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, before proceeding to enforce the forfeiture. The case 
of forfeiture on “ bankruptcy””—which by the effect of the 


first excluded altogether from section 14 by sub-section 6, but 
a qualified restriction upon the right of re-entry was introduced 
by section 2, sub-section 2, of the Conveyancing Act, 1892. 
This is done by the somewhat clumsy method of placing an 
exclusion upon an exclusion. Fora year from the bankruptcy 
sub-section 6 of section 14 is excluded, and, if the lessee’s 
interest is sold within the year, it is excluded altogether. The 
result is that for a year at least the proviso for re-entry in the 
event of bankruptcy or winding up becomes subject to section 14, 
and the forfeiture cannot be enforced until notice has been 
served under sub-section 1 and a reasonable time allowed to the 
lessee to satisfy the lessor’s demands or make reasonable 
compensation. Such a notice was served in the present instance, 
but it embraced a claim for forfeiture on the ground of non- 
repair as well as on the ground of winding up, and it was 
followed almost immediately by the commencement of proceed- 
ings. The notice wasserved onthe 2nd of November andthe writ in 
the action to enforce the forfeiture was served two days later. The 
claim in respect of non-repair was in fact untenable, but it was 
clearly a matter upon which the lessees could not decide within so 
short a time, even supposing that the period allowed was long 
enough for them to make terms with regard to the forfeiture on 
winding up. Since, therefore, the notice did not allow to the 
lessees a reasonable time to make satisfaction to the lessors the 
requirements of section 14 had not been complied with and the 
forfeiture was not enforceable. ‘‘The notice,” said the Lord 
Chief Justice, ‘‘ is intended to give to the person whose interest 
it is sought to forfeit the opportunity of considering his position 
before an action is brought against him.” 








COVENANTS IN RESTRAINT OF TRADE. 


Te courts have had frequent occasion of recent years to 
consider the validity of covenants in restraint of trade. The 
time-honoured authority of Mitchel v. Reynolds (1 P. Wms. 
181) has given way to the broader view taken in Nordenfelt v. 
Maxim Nordenfelt Co. (Limited) (1894, A. C, 535), and the rule 
that a covenant unrestricted in point of space is void has been 
abrogated in favour of the principle that all covenants must be 
brought to the test whether they are reasonably required for 
the ag vse of the covenantee and are not opposed to the 
public interest. Having regard, indeed, to the i 
circumstances of different times it is possible to say that there 
has been no change in principle and so to maintain the consistency 
of the law. A general restraint was formerly held to be 
void because no one imagined that it could be reasonable. 
“ What does it signify,” said Lord Macctrsrrecp in Jftchel y. 
Reynolds, “to @ tradesman in London what another does at 
Newcastle ?”’ (see yer Lord Macnacuren in the Nordenfelt case 
(1894, A. C., p. 504) ). And in Horner v. Graves (7 Bing., p 
748) Trxpat, O.J., stated reasonableness to be the ultimate test 
in all cases. Referring to Lord Maccresrrexy’s dictum that A 
restraint to carry on a trade throughout the kingdom must be 
void; a restraint to carry it on within a particular place is 
—, he said that these were rather instances and examples 
n limits of the application of the rule, “ which can only 
be, at last, what is a reasonable restraint with reference to a 
particular case.” In pursuance of this principle it was held, 
as is well known, in the Nordenfelt case that a covenant in 
restraint of trade unrestricted in point of space would be 
provided it was reasonably necessary for the protection of the 
covenantee, notwithstanding the ap t rigidity of the rule 
laid down in Mitchel v. Reynolds that such a covenant was 
necessarily void. 
But the objection which was formerly felt to covenants 
unrestricted in point of space was not extended to covenants 
which were unrestricted in point of time, and hence no difficulty 
was felt in enforcing a covenant which debarred the covenantor 
for the whole of his life from ing on trade within 
a limited area. The point was rai in Hitchoock y¥. 
Coker (7 A. & E_ 488), where the plaintiff, who was 
a druggist, took the defendant into his servico as au 
assistant upon the terms that he would not at any time there- 
after carry on the business of a chemist and druggist in the 





definition clause (section 2(xv.)) includes winding up—was at 


town of Taunton, or within three miles thereof. In the King’s 
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Benci .c was held that the covenant was void. “In the absence 
of any authority,” said Lord Dexaay, O.J., “ establishing the 
validity of an agreement thus indefinite in point of time, and 
trying the reasonableness of it by the test above alluded to 
[ve., what was necessary for the protection of the party], we 
think that the restraint is larger that the necessary protection of 
the party in whose favour it is given requires, and that it is 
therefore oppressive and unreasonable.” But this result was 
reversed in the Exchequer Chamber. One point made 
against the restriction was that it was not confined to 
the life of the covenantee, and hence would be binding 
on the covenantor after his rival in trade was dead. But 
on appeal it was considered that such a continuance of the 
obligation might be perfectly reasonable in order to secure to 
the estate of the covenantee the value of the goodwill of his 
business. ‘‘The goodwill of a trade,” said Trxpat, O.J., “is 
a subject of value and price. It may be sold, bequeathed, or 
become assets in the hands of the personal representative of a 
trader. And if the restriction as to time isto be held to be 
illegal if extended beyond the period of the party by himself 
carrying on the trade, the value of the goodwill, considered in 
those various points of view, is altogether destroyed.”’ Accord- 
ingly it was held that the agreement was not void merely on the 
ground of the restriction being indefinite as to duration, it being 
in other respects a reasonable restriction. 

In the case of Haynes v. Doman, which has been decided by 
the Court of Appeal recently, an attempt was made to upset a 
similar restriction on the ground that in certain contingencies it 
would be unreasonable to enforce it, and that hence, being bad 
in part, it was bad altogether. The covenant was similar to 
that in Hitchcock v. Coker. An employer in taking an assistant 
into his service made him bind himself that he would 
not, during the service or after its determination, serve or 
deal with any person or firm carrying on the same 
business within a radius of twenty-five miles of the 
employer’s works without the written sanction of the 
employer. In accordance with the rule established in Witchcock 
v. Coker no objection could be taken to this restriction merely 
upon the ground of its being unlimited in point of time, but 
undoubtedly the reasonableness of the covenant in its actual 
application would depend upon the time when it was sought to 
apply it. It might not, for instance, be reasonable to apply it if 

e employment was determined within a very short period of its 
commencement, before the employee had had an opportunity of 
becoming acquainted with the employer’s trade and customers, 
or after the lapse of many years from the determination of the 
employment when all chance of rivalry founded on the employ- 
ment was at an end. But the Court of Appeal declined 
to interfere with the reasonable and ordinary application 
of the covenant on the ground of the inconvenience that 
might arise from its exceptional application. ‘Jf,” said 
Trxpat, C.J., in Rannie vy. Irvine (7 M. & Gr., p. 976), “the 
eontract is a reasonable one at the time it is entered into, we are 
not bound to look out for extravagant and improbable contin- 
gencies in order to make it void.” This dictum was quoted and 
ad by Lixpiey, M.R., as disposing of the objections made 
to the covenant in the present case. The covenant, he observed, 
was reasonable in all the events which it could be supposed the 

ies contemplated, and it was not to be held void in toto 

use it might extend to unlikely events. It is still, therefore, 
the law that a covenant in restraint of trade is not objectionable 
merely upon the ground that it is unrestricted in point of 
time. 


Mr. Ambrose, Q.C., was entertained at a complimentary dinner at the 
Grand Hotel, Charing-cross, on Saturday last, by some old friends at the 
bar, in celebration of his recent appointment as a Masterin Lunacy. The 
Lord Chief Justice presided, and among those present were Lord Justice 
Collins, Mr. Justice Bruce, Mr. Justice Kennedy, Mr. Justice Ridley, 
Judge Edge, Judge Jones, and Judge Addison, Q.0. 


Mr. Justice Mathew has fixed the following commission days for the 
Sommer Aseizes on the South-Eastern Circuit: Huntingdon, Wednesda 
May 41; Cambridge, Friday, June 2; Bury, Thursday, June 8; Norwic ; 
Tuesday, June 13; Chelmsford, Tuesday, June 20; Hertford, Tuesday, 
June 27; Lewes, Saturday, July 1; Maidstone, Monday, July 10; Guild- 
ford, Wednesday, July 19. It will be seen that under the new arrange- 
ments rently made by the judges, the Home Circuit, consisting of 

detone and Guildford, is now joined on to the South-Kastern Circuit. 





THE JUDGES’ MENTOR, 


Mr. Ricuarp Harris has a pretty wit, not unmixed with irony. 
In his eesthetically turned-out brochure entitled ‘‘ Her Majesty’s 
Judges and their Relation to Advocacy,’’* he poses as the induc- 
tive philosopher propounding an outline of principles of judicial 
conduct as the result of observation and experience. It must 
be no small comfort to a novice in philosophy to find that he is 
in general agreement with tho first of the modera inductive 
philosophers, ‘‘ the broad-browed VERvuLAm,” whose aphorisms 
he quotes with a certain xaiveté in support of his own proposi- 
tions. Mr. Harris’s method is, however, a pepper-and-salt 
mixture of the Baconian and Socratic. He builds up his induction 
of the ideal judge by the algebraic sum of all the positive 
virtues which are always to be found on the bench, and 
all the negative vices and foibles which are never to be found 
there. But he leaves a very strong flavour of an im- 
pression that if pressed with the Gilbertian query ‘ What, 
never ?”’ he would be constrained with reluctance to give the 
Gilbertian answer “ Well, hardly ever.” Indeed, these vividly- 
described vices and foibles which are “hardly ever ” to be found 
will strike the reader (who has not read the preface) as a series 
of Platonic Idols of the Cave, or shadows thrown by individual 
judges ‘‘in the dark with the light behind them.” But a timely 
turn to the preface will reassure him. They are not Portaits, 
but Principles: so let us call them Principles. 

Still we think we can by an effort of memory recall a Principle, 
whose method of conducting a judicial investigation was to 
begin by asking the defendant what his case was, and then ask 
the plaintiff what he had to say to that. We have certainly 
heard too many Principles indulge in the questions ‘‘ Why was 
not this case tried in Cornwall or in the county court?” 
or “ Why should not this case be referred to arbitra- 
tion”; and other questions betraying an impatient desire 
to be quit of an unexciting piece of litigation. We have 
known a Principle who was apt to usurp the functions 
of counsel on both sides and of the jury, to cross-examine all 
the witnesses, and to tell the jury what the facts were and what 
their verdict must be. We have seen the Principles, Pomposity, 
Impatience, Conscience, and Suspicion, and watched all their 
devious ways, which Mr. Harris has never—well, hardly 
ever—had the opportunity of observing. All these we know in 
principle and practice; but we are indebted to the author for a 
vastly humorous description of a novel character, called ‘‘ The 
Mounter,” an expert witness of a strange sort, called to 
bamboozle a judge known to have a penchant for respectable 
and wealthy defendants. The story cannot be condensed ; and it 
is too funny to quote in fragments. It will be found at pp. 27-34. 
But whether all these are principles or portraits, Mr. Harris 
has not gone astray in his outline of what a good judge should 
be. It is not indeed easy, at this time of day, to go astray in 
the ideal. It may be developed inductively, picturesquely, or 
didactically; but it can never be put more tersely than in the 
old words, ‘‘ Swift to hear, slow to speak, slow to wrath.’ Each 
man has his own picture of the way in which this should be trans- 
lated into practice; and Mr. Harris’s picture is, as nearly as 
may be, a compound of Lord Justice Lusu, Lord Bowen, Mr. 
Justice Cuartes, and Mr. Justice WiLts; and we have no fault 
to find with it. 

As an after-thought, the writer has added a postcript on the 
subject of Constructive Murder; which he denounces as an 
outrageous judge-made accretion to the common and statutory 
law; and requiring no legislation to abolish. He commends 
Mr. Justice Dariina’s recent directions to the grand jury with 
the words: “If one judge may make law affecting human life, 
why may not another repeal it?” and he relies on “ common- 
sense’ and a “ free press” to back this view. This is a strange 
appendix to the rest of the volume, and may leave room to 
doubt whether Mr. Harris has altogether realized his own ideal. 

We do not know for what public the book is intonded: the 
author is, so far as appears from the title-page, his own 
publisher, and the get-up is magnificent. It would be of very 
great service asa juryman’s vade mecum, and we wish it could 
circulate largely among that class, but the common juryman 18 
hardly likely to hear of it. 





* Her Majesty's Judges and their Relation to Advocacy. By Richard Harris, A.C , 4 
Bencher of the Middle Temple. Waterlow Bros, & Layton (Limited) 








wm het mw, ee ot 


af fj = oe OM me oe 


ome: 


ee ee 












ony. 
sty’s 
duc- 
‘icial 
nust 
16 is 
tive 
isms 
08i- 
‘salt 
tion 
itive 
and 
und 
im- 
hat, 
the 
dly- 
und 
ries 
lual 
nely 
its, 


ple, 
} to 
ask 
inly 
was 
t ? ”? 
tra- 
sire 
ave 
ons 
. all 
rhat 
sity, 
heir 
rdly 
w in 
or a 
The 

to 
able 
id it 
-34, 
tRIS 
yuld 
y in 


the 
ach 
uns- 
y as 
Mr. 
ult 


the 

an 
ory 
nds 
rith 
ife, 
on- 
nge 
. to 
eal. 
the 
wn 
ery 
uld 
1 is 








May 20, 18g9. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 43.] 493 








€———— i 


REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Benefices Act and Ecclesiastical Proceedings under the Act 
and under the Clergy Discipline Acts; the Church Courts, their Con- 
stitution and Jurisdiction; and the Law relating to Faculties, &c. By 
HarotD Harpy, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 


The Contract of Affreightment as expressed in Charter-parties and 
Bills of Lading. By T. E. Scrurron, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at- 
Law. Fourth Edition. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

The Law of Cabs in London (including Motor Cabs), with Appen- 
dices containing Police Notices, the Asquith Award, and the Text of 
the Statutes, arranged both as a Legal Treatise and a Popular 
Handbook. By Herman ConeEn, Barrister-at-Law. Jordan & 
Sons (Limited). 





CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE SMALL HOUSES (ACQUISITION OF OWNERSHIP) BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 
Sir,—In your remarks upon the extraordinary clause (7 (1) ) which 
appears in this Bill, you would seem to attribute the credit of its 
discovery, and the subsequent energetic action that has been taken 
consequent thereon, to the Leeds Law Society. 
Iam sure our Yorkshire friends will desire that ‘‘ honour should 
be given where honour is due,” and will agree with me that this 
honour belongs to the committee of the Liverpool Incorporated Law 
Society, who were the first to perceive the far-reaching consequences 
of the clause, and to put the Incorporated Law Society of the United 
Kingdom and the other provincial law societies (Leeds included) in 
motion to prevent its becoming law. 
I may add that I am not a member of the committee.— Yours 
faithfully, Joun H, KENIon. 
Union Chamters, 14, North John-street, Liverpool, 
May 11, 1899, 





LAND TAX. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Land tax was redeemed or purchased in 1822 by trustees for 
the benefit of a certain charity. The same has always been paid up 
to the present time, but recently a tenant has refused to pay (although 
in his lease he covenants to pay all land tax, rates, taxes, &c.) on the 
ground that if it was redeemed in 1822 there was an end of the 
matter, and the trustees cannot therefore make it acharge. But it is 
contended by the trustees that it was purchased as an investment, 
and I presume that if it was only purchased and not redeemed it can 
still be claimed. 

Is this so? and to what authority should I write to find out whether 
the same has been redeemed or not? And I presume that it makes 
all the difference whether the same was redeemed or only purchased 
as an investment ? C. 

[The case seems to be met by the Land Tax Redemption Act, 1802 
(42 Geo. 3, c. 116), s. 126, under which when land tax has been 
redeemed by the landowner, and a lessee at a rack-rent agrees to pay 
the tax during the continuance of the demise, the amount of the tax 
to be considered as rent reserved, and is recoverable as such.— 
ED, S.J] 





MORTGAGEES AND THE LAND TRANSFER ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Enclosed is copy of correspondence which has lately passed 
between ourselves and the Assistant Registrar of the Land Registry. 
If it appears to you to be of general interest, you may consider it 
worthy of publication in your journal. 

The letter of the 10th inst. makes no comment on the case of a 
mortgagor himself registering. 

The question as to whether a mortgagee ought to protect himself 

by caution against another person registering without his knowledge 
is of vast importance, affecting as it now does a considerable portion 
of London, and as it will, in the near future, the whole of London, 
and later, possibly, the whole country. 
_ Assuming a mortgagee to have cautioned, on his receiving a notice, 
m accordance with his caution, it would have to be decided what 
should be done. ‘To obtain possession (if possible) of the land 
certificate would appear to be sufficient, but if that could not be 
ar Re cannot, at present, determine what his proper course 
would be. 


If you or some of your numerous readers would enlighten us as to 
what they are doing in the matter, we should be glad. 
22, Chancery-lane, London, May il. Howe & RAKE. 


The following is the correspondence referred to by our 

correspondents : 
22, Chancery-lane, London, 

. 4th May, 1899. 
C. Fortescue Brickdale, Esq., the Registrar, 

The Land Registry (London District), Portugal-street, W.C. 
Sir,—Our knowledge of the practice under the recent Land 
| Transfer Act being limited, we should be extremely obliged if you 
would kindly inform us whether, in the event of a sale under a 
mortgagee’s power of sale (the mortgage being created previously to 
registration, be the latter absolute, qualified, or possessory), the 
mortgagee and his purchaser can, without extra expense and trouble, 
effectually sell and purchase respectively, without production of the 
land certificate. 

Our reason for the inquiry is that, should your reply be in the 
negative, it appears to us it would be advisable for such a mortgagee 
to lodge a caution against registration.— Your obedient servants, 

Howe & Rake. 
34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C. 
5th May, 1899. 

Sir,—In reply to your letter of yesterday’s date, I beg to say the 
purchaser of registered land under a power of sale contained in a 
mcrtgage prior to registration has to apply under rule 101, which 
requires the land certificate to be produced. If it has been lost or 
destroyed section 8, sub-section 3, of the Act of 1897 prescribes the 
formalities to be observed before a new one can be granted. 

Under these circumstances it is obviously important for the mort- 
gagee to obtain the land certificate when the land is registered. If 
he holds the title-deeds, he may rely on receiving notice of the regis- 
tration of the land, as land is not registered (even with possessory 
title) without production of the last document of title—see section 72 
of the ’75 Act. Where there are no title-deeds the mortgagee 
would probably be well advised to register a caution.—Faithfully 
yours, ; C. F. BricKDALE, Assistant Registrar. 
Messrs. Howe & Rake, 22, Chancery-lane. 

22, Chancery-lane, London, 
9th May, 1899. 
C. Fortescue Brickdale, Esq., Assistant Registrar, : ; 
Land Registry (London District), Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
Sir,—We are obliged for your letter of the 5th inst., and have 
carefully followed the references therein. _ 
Taking the case of land, at present unregistered, mortgaged by A. 
to B., it seems to us that A., under rule 17 (), could, on making the 
necessary declaration, register with a possessory title ; as could also 
C., a conveyee or assignee of A.’s interest, on making the declaration 
and producing his conveyance or assignment. 7 é 3 
If our view is correct, we cannot follow how his holding the title- 
deeds protects a mortgagee against ancther person registering. We 
should esteem it a favour if you would kindly inform us where we are at 
fault. 
In either case as above, it appears the land certificate would have to 
be produced on @ sale of the property under B.’s power of sale, unless 
it could be proved same had been lost or destroyed and an application 
were made under section 8, sub-section 3, of the 1897 Act; but, of 
course, A. would give no assistance, and B. would be in the dark.— 
Yours faithfully, Howe & RAKE. 
34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, 
10th May, 1899. 
Gentlemen,—In reply to your letter of yesterday, I would say that 
my letter of the 5th was contemplating ordinary circumstances. Of 
course a mortgagee’s action must be modified by various considera- 
tions, personal and other. Generally speaking, a mortgagee who 
holds the title-deeds would know of any dealing with his mortgagor’s 
interest by the reference to the title-deeds that the purchaser would 
have to make, and by the inquiries as to the state of the — 
debt which would also be made of him. He would then take 
measures to prevent registration, or to secure the delivery to him of 
the land certificate. aes 
These observations, and those in my former letter, you will kindly 
accept as merely written for your consideration, and not as in any 
way taking the responsibility of advice—for which I must refer you 
to your own advisers.—Yours faithfully, ‘ ’ 
C. F. Brickpars, Assistant Registrar. 
Messrs. Howe & Rake, 22, Chancery-lane. 


The Daily Mail says that it has been decided that there shall be two lifts 


erected at the Royal Courts of Justice, one of which will be situated in the 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
EDWARDS v. GODFREY. No.1. 13th May. 


Master AND Servanr—Accrpentat Insury to WorxMan—DIsmissalL OF 
Action unper Ewptoyers’ Lianmiry Act, 1880—Svunsrqvent Pro- 
CEEDINGS UNDER Worxkmen’s Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. 
c. 37). 

This was an appeal from an award of the judge of the Wandsworth 
County Court under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The 
respondent was a workman in the employment of the appellant, and on 
the 12th of September, 1898, he was injured by an accident arising out of 
and in the course of his employment. He brought an action in the 
Wandsworth County Court against the appellant to recover damages under 
the Employers’ Liability Act of 1880, when the jury found that the respon- 
dent had been guilty of contributory negligence, and judgment was entered 
for the appellant. The respondent subsequently took pr2ceedings to 
recover compensation from the appellant under the Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Act, 1897, and on the hearing before the judge of the Wandsworth 
County Court an award of 11s. a week was made in favour of the respon- 
dent. The appellant appealed to the Court of Appeal, contending that 
proceedings for compensation under the Act of 1897 could not be taken 
after the respondent had failed in an action under the Employers’ Liability 
Act, 1880. 

Tue Cover (A. L. Sitx, VaccHan WitiiAms, and Romer, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

A. L. Swirn, L.J., said that when the action under the Employers’ 
Liability Act, 1880, was disposed of, that would in ordinary circumstances 
have been an end of the matter, and in any subsequent proceedings for the 
same cause of action the employer could have pleaded res judicata. Sub- 
sequently the workman took proceedings for compensation under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, and an award was made in his favour 
of lls. a week. The question whether he could take those proceedings 
depended upon section 1, eub-section 1 (4), and sub-section 4 of the Act of 
1897. By eection 1, sub-section 1 (4), the workman had the option in the 
circumstances there mentioned of proceeding under the Employers’ 
Liability Act, 1880, or under the Act of 1897. He exercised that option 
and was defeated, and apart from sub-section 4 the matter would have 
been res judicata. But sub-section 4 gave him an edvantage when he bad 
failed in an action against his employer independently of the Act of 1897, 
by allowing the court which had seisin of the action, if requested by the 
workman, to assess compensation under the Act of 1897. While giving 
the workman that benefit the sub-section gave the employer a benefit also, 
because it gave the court jurisdiction to deduct from the compensation 
awarded the costs incurred by reason of the workman having wrongly 
sued his employer. If the above were not the true construction of the Act 
the result would be that a workman who bad failed in an action under the 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, would never apply for compensation under 
sub-section 4, but would always take fresh proceedings under the Act of 
1897, when there would be no power to deal_with the costs of the action 
that failed. 

Vavenan Wriiirams and Romer, L.JJ., concurred.—Counser, Frank 
Gover ; Colam. Souicrrons, EF. J. H. Carter; G. Aplin Nichols. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re AN ARBITRATION.—BARING-GOULD +. SHARPINGTON COMBINED 
PICK AND SHOVEL SYNDICATE. No.2. 11th, 13th, and 15th May. 


Ansrreation—Arpitration Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 49), Scuepue I. (c) 
—Aunsirnators *‘ Cattep on to Act’’—Companizes Act, 1862 (25 & 26 
Vict. c. 89), s. 162—** Acrezmenr.”’ 


This was an appeal against a decision of Stirling, J. In 1897 the 
defendant company resolved upon a voluntary winding up, and the 
liquidator was authorized under section 161 of the Companies Act, 1862, to 
enter into a contract for tale of the assets of the company to a new 
company. A dispute arose between the plaintiff Baring-Gould and the 

or as to what was to be paid to him as the value of his interest 
in the old company. The matter was referred to arbitration. The 
arbitrators. appointed an umpire. He awarded the plaintiff 
£100 to be paid for the purchase of his interest in the company. 
The plaintiff took out a summons to enforce the award. Article 128 of the 
articles of association provided as follows: ‘If at any time a sale or 
arrangement shall be made or proposed in pursuance of section 161 of the 
Companies Act, 1462, the purchase-money to be paid for the interest of 
any di t member shall be such sum of money as the liquidator can 
obtain by eelling the shares, stock, or other property to which such 
dissentient member would have been entitled upon the completion of the 
sale or arrangement bad he not expressed his dissent.” e Arbitration 
Act, 1889, Schedule I., clause (c), provides that ‘‘ The arbitrators shall 
make their award in writing within three months after entering on the 
reference, or after having been called on to act by notice in writing from 
4 party to the submission. . . . ”’ Stirling, J., held that article 
128 was not a contract between the dissentient shareholder and the 
company, and consequently the right to arbitration was not excluded, also 
that the jurisdiction of the umpire had not arisen, because the arbitrators 
had not, when called on to appoint an umpire, been called upon “‘ to act’ 
within the meaning of the Arbitration , 1889, Schedule I., clause (c), 
and therefore the three months had not expired. 

Laxviex, M.R., said the first question was whether article 128 of 
the articles 


section 162 of the Companies Act, 1862. His lordship thought that by an 
ment was meant something very different from articles of association. 
It meant, he thought, an agreement between the dissentient member and 
the liquidator. It was attempted by means of section 16 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, to establish that article 128 was an agreement between the 
company and the dissentient member. Section 16 had given rise to a great 
deal of difficulty, but it had been held in several cases that it did not mean 
that the articles were to be treated as an agreement between the company 
and the members. On the other hand, articles had been treated as 
expressing the terms upon which directors became such. The effect of 
section 16 had not been clearly laid down, but his lordship did not under- 
stand that the company could sue a member upon them as an agreement. 
But, treating the articles as some sort of an agreement between the 
members, they were not such an agreement as was meant by section 162. 
In his lordship’s opinion the true construction of that section was an 
agreement between the liquidator and the dissentient member. To say 
that it meant a clause binding en dioc all members, assenting or dissenting, 
would be an unwarrantable construction. On the other point his lordship 
could not agree with Stirling, J. In his opinion the appointment of an 
umpire was an ‘‘ act’’ in the arbitration within the Arbitration Act, 1889, 
Schedule I., clause (c). Consequently the three months had expired and 
the jurisdiction of the umpire had arisen. 

Riesy and Coins, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgi, Mattinson, Q.C., and 
Beddall; Buckley, Q.C., and Gore Browne. Soxscrrors, Booth § Smee; 


S. S. Seal. 
{Reported by Paut Srrickuanp, Barrister-at-Law. | 
Re BRITISH GOLDFIELDS OF AFRICA (LIM.) No. 2, 10th and 
13th May. 
Company — Winpinc trp — Costs or Procerprincs CoMMENCED BEFORE 


Winpinc vp—Payment sy Liquipator—Taxep Costs appgep To Dent— 
Proor in Winpinc vp—Banxkrvptcey Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 
s. 37. 


This was an app2al from a decision of Wright, J. (reported ante, p. 383). 
In November, 1896, an application was made under section 35 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, by certain shareholders of the company that the 
costs incurred by them in proceedings taken before the winding up for the 
purpose of having their names removed from the register of shareholders 
might be paid by the liquidator. These shareholders had applied for 
shares on the faith of representations contained in the prospectus of the 
company and had, after allotment, commenced sdedeellines against the 
company for the purpose of having their names removed on the ground 
of misrepresentation. Fifty-six shareholders commenced proceedings 
against the company—two of these actions were proceeded with, the other 
fifty-four consenting to postpone their claims till these two cases had 
been settled. No order was made that they should abide the result of the 
two actions which were to be tried, nor as to the costs of the actions which 
were to stand over. These two actions were successful, and these two 
shareholders’ names were ordered to be removed from the register. Before, 
however, the other fifty-four could ~~ with their actions, in January, 
1898, a petition was presented and a compulsory winding-up order. was 
made against the company. The liquidator admitted their right to have 
their names removed from the register, and admitted the liability of the 
company to repay the money they had given for their shares. They now 
claimed the right to be repaid the costs they had incurred in the actions 
commenced when the company was a going concern. This the liquidator 
opposed on the ground that the bankruptcy rule applied to a winding up, 
and that costs incurred in proceedings before bankruptcy cannot be proved 
for, and that therefore the applicants were not entitled to add such costs, 
which did not come within erection 37 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, to the amount of their debt. On the matter being 
referred to Wright, J., his lordship held that the liquidator 
should add to the debts the taxed costs incurred before the winding up, 
and that the applicants might prove for the same in the winding up of the 
company. Section 37 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, enacts as follows: 
‘*(1) Demands in the nature of unliquidated damages arising otherwise 
than by reason of a contract, promise, or breach of trust shall not be 
—— in bankruptcy. (2) A person having notice of any act of 
bankruptcy available against the debtor shall not prove under the oider 
for any debt or liability contracted by the debtor subsequently to the date 
of his so having notice. (3) Save as aforesaid, all debts and liabilities, 
present or future, certain or contingent, to which the debtor is subject at 
the date of the receiving order, or to which he may become subject before 
his discharge by reason of any obligation incurred before the date of the 
receiving order, shall be deemed to be debts provable in bankruptcy.’’ The 
liquidator appealed. 

ne Court (Linpiey, M.R., and Ricny and Couns, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

May 13.—The written judgment of the court was delivered by Linpury, 
M.R., who stated the facts, and continued: Upon carefully examining 
section 37 and the decisions —. it and corresponding sections in earlier 
Bankruptcy Acts I am satisfied that the order appegled from is correct. 
The 10th section of the Judicature Act, 1875, has rendered section 37 of 
the Bankruptcy Act the enactment by which the question must be deter- 
mined ; section 158 of the Companies Act, 1862, is no longer the governing 
section in a case like this. The decisions on section 37 have established 
the following rules, which are consistent and reasonable and quite in 
accordance with the uage of the eection. If an action is brought 
against a person who afterwards becomes bankrupt for the recovery of a 
sum of money and the action is successful, the costs are regarded as an 
addition to the sum recovered and to be provable if that is provable, but not 
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‘‘ arising otherwise than by reason of a contract, , or breach of 
trust’? that sum is not recoverable unless judgment, or at least a verdict 
for it, has been obtained before adjudication, or, now, the 
order; and if the sum recovered is not provable, neither are the costs of 
recovering it: In re Newman, Ez parte Brooke (25 W. R. 261, 3 Ch. D. 494), 
In re Bluck (835 W. BR. 720). On the other hand, if what is recovered is 
provable so are the costs of recovering it: see Emma Silver Mining Co. 
vy. Grant (29 W. R. 481, 17 Ch. D. 122). If the action against a person 
who becomes bankrupt is unsuccessful no costs become payable by him or 
out of his estate, and no question as to them canarise. Butif an un- 
successful action is brought by a man who becomes parm 2 then, if he 
is ordered to pay the costs, or if a verdict is given against him before he 
becomes upt, they are provable: Ex parte Peacock (21 W. R. 755, 
L. R. 8 Ch. App. 682). On the other hand, if no verdict is given against 
him and no ae is made for payment of costs until after he becomes 
bankrupt, they are not provable. such a case there is no provable debt 
to which the costs are incident, and there is no liability to pay them by 
reason of any obligation incurred by the bankrupt before b ptcy, nor 
are they a contingent liability to which he can be said to be subject at the 
date of his bankruptcy. ‘This was the case of Vint v. Hudspith (33 W. R. 
738, 30 Oh. D. 24). An application under section 35 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, to rectify the register and for a return of money paid is nota 
claim for unliquidated damages. It isa claim for two things—viz., first, 
for the removal of an impediment which prevents the demand for a return 
of the money from being successful ; and, secondly, it is a demand for the 
repayment of a liquidated sum, and not for unliquidated damages. The 
register being rectified, the sums paid by the applicants are clearly 
provable debts, and the costs of rectifying the register are costs of obtaining 
an order without which these debts cannot be recovered or admitted to 
proof. The costs are, therefore, properly added to the debts provable. 
It is hardly necessary to add that the ordinary bankruptcy rale by which 
the costs of proving debts in bankruptcy have to be borne by the proving 
creditors (Schedule II., rule 6) has nojapplication to such costs as are in 
question here. The appeal must be dismissed with costs. Appeal dismissed. 
—CovunseL, Gore Browne; Kenyon Parker. Souicrrors, Chester § Sons ; 
Wyatt, Digby, § Co. 
[Reported by W. Suauionoss Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LOWE v. LOWE. No. 2. 10th May. 


Drvornce—Wire’s Peririon—Derence ALLEGING Wire’s ADULTERY, AND 
no Cram ror Oross-RELIEF—Co-RESPONDENT—INTERVENTION—MATRI- 
MONIAL Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85), s. 28—Marrionzar 
Causes Act, 1866 (29 Vict. c. 32), s. 2. 


This was an appeal from a refusal of the President for leave to intervene 
under the following circumstances. Mrs. Lowe had presented a petition 
praying for the dissolution of her marriage on the ground of her husband’s 
adultery and cruelty. The husband, in his answer, denied the charges 
brought against him, and alleged that his wife had committed adultery 
with a gentleman whom he named. He asked, therefore, that the wife’s 
petition should be dismissed, but sought no further relief. The gentleman 
charged with adultery with Mrs. Lowe then applied for leave to intervene 
in the suit so as to be able to defend him: inst the charge. The 
President said that no case had been cited in which leave to intervene was 
granted unless the applicant had some i ne interest in the 
suit, and such was not the case here. Personally he should be very glad 
to see a right of intervention given to anyone whose name was introduced 
into a suit. He was bound by the authorities, and must therefore dismiss 
the application. By section 28 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857, 
“Upon any such pie presented by a husband the petitioner shall 
make the alleged adulterer a co-respondent to the said petition, unless on 
special grounds, to be allowed by the court, he shall be excused from so 
doing; and on every petition presented by a wife for dissolution of 
marriage the court, if it see fit, may direct that the person with whom the 
husband is alleged to have committed adultery be made a respondent.” 
By section 2 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1866: ‘‘ In any suit instituted 
for dissolution of marriage, if the respondent shall oppose the relief sought 
on the ground, in case of such a suit instituted y a husband, of 
adultery, cruelty, or desertion, or in case of such a suit instituted by a wife 
on the ground of her adultery or cruelty, the court may in such suit give 
to the respondent, on his or her application, the same relief to which he 
or she would have been entitled in case he or she had filed a petition 
seeking such relief.”” The applicant appealed. 

PF se os (Linpiey, M.R., and Riesy and Cotums, L.JJ.) dismissed 

@ appeal. 

Linviey, M.R.—We can gain nothing by taking time to consider this 
case. We cannot disturb the judgment of the President. No doubt there 
is a great difficulty. In the old Ecclesiastical Courts a trial was very 
different from what it is now ; it was not techn a private inquiry, but 
there was no jury, and no scandal, and it was only an inquiry into 
the conduct of the husband or wife. I cannot help seeing that a grievous 
injustice is done to a n against whom such a charge is made, and he is 
not allowed to defend himself. ‘That isa matter for the Legislature, and 
not for this court. The object of section 2 is plain enough ; it is simply 
to render unnecessary the presenting of a cross-petition. A to 
the old practice, if a husband was assailed by his wife he could defend 
himself, but he could not get relief against her without & cross- 


that he wants something more. If we acceded to this a we 
should compel the husband to embark on a much wider > a 
possibility of having to pay further costs. If a husband puts in a defence 
only and does not apply for further relief, he is at li ! 
no one can compel to do more. I to follow the recent authority 
of Harrop v. Harrop (1899, P. 61), ra than an “Fer anvel aan in 
Shelford on Marriage, which has been referred to. The ap must be 
dismissed with costs. 

Ricsy, L.J., gave pie to the same effect. 

Cotus, L.J.—I am of the same opinion and have nothing to add for 
the reasons already given. Appeal diemissed.—CovnseL, Carson, Q.C., and 
Barnard ; Inderwick, Q.C., an illock. Sortcrrors, Walters, Deverell § Co. ; 
Janson, Cobb, Pearson, § Co. 

[Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barriater-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


ALDIS v. THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON. Kekewich, J. 
12th May. 


Merroproitis—Crry — CorrporaTion—Srtreet — Wipeninc Srreet—Com- 
PULSORY Pvurcuase-—Power or Avutnority To Take Parr or a Hovse— 
Micuart AnceLo Tayior’s Act (57 Geo. 3, c. xxrx.), ss. 80, 82 


This was a motion for an order to restrain the Corporation of 
the City of London from on a resolution to take under the powers 
and provisions of Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act (57 Geo. 3, c. xxix.), ss. 80, 
82, the house No. 3, Cheapside for the purpose of widening Cheapside. 
The house in question occupied an area of about 700 square feet, of which, 
as appeared from the plans of the corporation about 400 equare feet only 
was actually required for the purposes of the —— widening. The 

ration had, however, duly served the iff with a notice to treat 
with the intention of the whole of bis premises, and it was only 
when the plaintiff saw the that he discovered that a portion only 
would necessarily be acq for the propoced improvement. The 
defendants at the bar acknowledged that in view of recent decisions they 
would not maintain that the tiff was estopped by “‘ acquiescence 
from bringing his motion. e ises were occupied as a toy 
shop and partly for a shsteneugite bedieane. or the tiff it was 
contended that the corporation could acquire only the 
actually needed for their improvements ; he would be able to carry on 
his business on the remaining 300 square feet, which would be quite 
sufficient for his purposes if he ares gee the photographic business ; 
that the Corporation could not under the Act drive out people unless the 
ground were really wanted and unless indeed it could be shewn that + nd 


ground remaining would be useless to the t r; and that 
notice to treat must be in all seuunehs > Senll Pb obs : Touliere v. Vestry of 
St. Mary Abbott's, Kensington (30 Ch. D. 642), Fernley v. Board of Works for 
the Limehouse District (43 Souicrrons’ Jovrnat 332). For the defendants it 
was contended that the nature of the house prevented division ; that they 
would substantially have to pull down the whole house, and that under thoee 
circumstances they were entitled to take the whole; that if they had 
served notice to acquire part only it would have been competent for the 
householder to compel them to take the whole, and conversely, they 
the right to acquire the whole when a part only was necessary for 
actual widening of the street: Gordon and Others v. The Vestry of St. Mary 
Abbott’s, Kensington (1894, 2 Q. B. 742); that Fernley v. Beard of Works 
Sor the Limehouse District was a very special case; that here the resolution 
was without doubt dond fide, and there was no secret agreement as in that 
case to sell the surplus portion of the land acquired. 

Kexewicu, J.—The in us argument ted on behalf of the 
corporation invites me to a point which does not arise in this case. 
The argument is that if the aise wor taking the pant loured pink, 

(a 
urge 


FE 


co! 
leaving out the part coloured blue on their isolated part of 
the building), could not the plaintiff, the d with consider- 
able force, fairly say, ‘‘ You cannot take part of the ho practically 
destroying the whole of the house, without taking the whole house”? 
That contention is —— by the judgment of the lords justices, and 
especially by the judgment of Collins, L.J., in the case of Gordon 
and Others v. Vestry of St. Mary Abbott. But that is not the present 
question. The oa have served notice on the plaintiff to take 
whole house, but the plaintiff says, ‘“‘ No; by your own plans it is shewn 
that you only need a part, and are not entitled to take the whole but 
only that part which you — I, for my part, on the facts 
before me, cannot see why the plain’ may not insist on th 
only taking a part of the house merely because if 
they could say, if the corporation claimed to take a , 
cannot take a without taking whole.” If the tiff 
m Oo! ive and attacking the 
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his photographic busineas and 
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may be a small place that he have 


along the streets, one sees shops on in straitened 
and they ate frejuently found to pay Tknow a shop of the Kid not fa 
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petition, The object of the statute is to get rid of this superiluity. If, here. » ** We must have the land,” and attempt 
When a husband puts im his defence he treats it as a cross-peti he | to take the whole. is no moral obliquity, nothing morally wrong, 
need not ask for a cross-petition. I cannot conceive that the court would | in no o} on their ; they are not taking advan 


ever give a husband leave to amend after the trial; he has liberty 


to amend down to the last moment before trial. The has | for th 
always been to treat this as a defence, unless and until the Salles chee 


tage. But they shew by their 
@ purpose of widening the street, whereas they want, and are 
attempting to take, the whole; and, on the authorities, it is clear that 
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they cannot do this unless they shew that the remainder is useless to the 

tiff. With reference to the case of Gordon v. The Vestry of St. Mary 
Abbott’s, Kensington, I will make one remark. In that cate both the lords 
justices took pains to decide the law on the Act, and did not apply it to 
the facts — case. At p. 754 of 1894, 2 Q. B. D. (nearly at the bottom of 
the page), Collins, L.J., expressly says: ‘‘ Our decision leaves the question 
of fact to be decided.’’ Applying the decision of law in that case to the 
facts before me, I think that the plaintiff succeeds in his contention that 
he is entitled to keep that part of the property which the defendants do 
not actually require for carrying out the widening of the street. Motion 
allowed accordingly.—Covnset, P. 0. Lawrence, Q.C., and MacSwinney ; 
Warrington, Q.C., and John Henderson. Soutcrtors, W. E. Aldis; H. H. 
Crawford (the City Solicitor). 

[Reported by C. C, Hensiey, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


ALEXANDER v. AUTOMATIC TELEPHONE CO, Cozens-Hardy, J. 
12th May. 


Company—Svpscriners or Memoranptm or AssociaATIoN—LiIApiLity IN 
Respect or SHaAres—SuHares ALLOTTED WitTHovut Reavirinc ANY Pay- 
MENT ON ALLoTMENT—Companies Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 131), 
s. 24 (1). 


This action was brought by Mesers. M. J. Alexander and J. D. Gibbs, 
‘suing on behalf of themselves and all other shareholders” in the 
defendant company, against the company and three of its directors—viz., 
Mesers. Margowski, J. Woolf Cohen, and H. G. Sworn. The other 
members of the board were the two plaintiffs. The compavy was incor- 
porated on the Ist of July, 1897, with a capital of £100,000 in shares of 5s. 
each. The eight signatories to its memorandum of association were 
Margowski for 19,400 shares, the same gentleman as managing director of 
the Honduras Government Banking and Trading Co. (Limited) for 6,000 
shares, the plaintiff Alexander for ten shares, the plaintiff Gibbs for ten 
shares, Baron Cohen for ten shares, Justin Mendelson for ten shares, the 
defendant Cohen for 200 shares, and the defendant Sworn for 800 rhares. 
Clause 5 of the articles of association provided that the shares of the 
company should be “‘ under the control of the directors, who may, subject 
to the terms of the company’s memorandum of association, issue, allot, or 
otherwise dispose of the same to such persons, for such consideration, 
and upon such terms and conditions as the board may determine . . . 
and may make arrangements on the issue of shares for a difference 
between the holders of such shares in the amount of calls to be paid and 
in the time of payment of such calls.’ Article 13 provided that the 
directors might *‘ (subject toany special terms made on allotment) from 
time to time make such calls upon the members in respect of ail moneys 
unpaid on their shares as they think fit, provided that one month’s notice 
at least is given of the time and place for payment, and that no one call 
shall exceed 20 per cent. of the nominal amount of the shares, and that 
such calls shall be made at intervals of not less than one month.” The 
memorandum shares and a number of other shares were allotted, and on 
all of them, except those held by Margowski, J. W. Cohen, Sworn, and 
the Honduras Co., the sum of 3s. a share was called up, and had been 

In respect of the excepted shares the plaintiffs alleged that only 
£784 in all had been paid, and that on these shares there was still due and 
payable the sum of £3,176, and the plaintiffs complained that the three 

endant directors, being a majority of the board, were able to, and did, 
control its action by their votes, and in breach of their duty as directors 
and against the interests of the defendant company prevented the passing 
of resolutions, or taking steps to enforce payment by such defendants or the 
Honduras Co. (in which they were said to be interested) of the amounts due 
on their shares and the shares held by the Honduras Co. The plaintiffs also 
— that the defendant directors by means of their voting power had 
a further call of le. per share, and the plaintiffs’ case was that the 
defendant directors were acting in furtherance of their own interests and 
in fraud of the rights of the other shareholders, and were using the powers 
entrusted to them as directors for their own ends, and not for the benefit 
of the company. It was aleo alleged that the defendant directors had 
control of majority of the votes of the shareholders of the defendant 
aar- The plaintiffs in effect asked for a declaration that the 

c of the memorandum shares were bound to pay up 3s. per share— 
viz., 6d. on application and 2s. 6d. on allotment, like the holders of other 
sharee. For the defence it was pleaded that on the 30th of June, 1897, 
before the company was incorporated, it was agreed at a meeting of the 
signatories that nothing should be payable by any of the defendant 
directors or the Honduras Co. on application or allotment in respect of 
their memorandum shares, and that the memorandum was signed on this 
condition; that at a board meeting, after incorporation—viz., on the 5th 
of July, 1897, two reeolutions were passed (both plaintiffs being present 
and voting in their favour) for the allotment of shares; that by the first 
resolution the memorandum shares were allotted without requiring any 
payment on allotment, and that by the second resolution a payment of 
2s. 64. share in respect of other shares was required on allotment. 
The defendant directors also said that they were acting under the articles 
and in the interests of the company, and had committed no breach of duty. 

Cozexs-Hanvy, J.—In my judgment this action is misconceived. I 
assume in favour of the plaintiffse—but without in the least deciding, or 
even expressing any opinion in their favour—that the plaintiffs are com- 

to sue on behalf of themselves and all other the shareholders of 
p Rae aay . And what they ask is, as Mr. Eve very clearly put it, a 

the shares allotted to the signatories of the memorandum 
f aseociation were held upon the same terms and subject to the same 
conditions as the shares taken by the gpm or, in other words, subject 
to the obligation to pay a deposit of 6d. per share on application and a 
further sum of 2s. (4. on allotment—that is to way, that the signatories 


were subject to that condition. Now I have endeavoured to see on what 
possible ground such a theory can be based. It seems to proceed upon 
the ground that there is an immediate debt due from every member of the 
company in respect of uncalled capital. That —— to me to be an 
entire fallacy. In the words of the Master of the Rolls in Re Russian 
Spratt’s Patent (46 W.R. 514; 1898, 2 Ch. 149), uncalled capital is not 
a debt—it is a right to make a call and create a debt. It is not 
correct to say that the signatories to the memorandum of association, 
by virtue of which they agreed to become and became members of the 
company, became debtors to the company to the full amount of their 
shares, Their position is this, and this only—that they were subject to 
article 13. What does article 13 say? A member is to be liable, apart 
from any special terms, to pay such calls as the directors may from time 
to time make upon him, but he is not to be liable and cannot be compelled 
to pay otherwise than in that way. There is a further limitation that he 
cannot be required to pay any call exceeding 20 per cent. of the nominal 
amount of the shares, nor can he be required to pay a call except at 
intervals of one month. It is quite true that there is a power to make 
special terms on allotment, but the argument on the part of the plaintiffs 
seems to have proceeded on the assumption that it is necessary for the 
signatories to prove that some special terms are made in their favour. On 
the contrary, as I read article 13, it is for those who allege any obligation 
to pay otherwise than on account of the calls made at due intervals and 
with due notice to prove some other special terms or bargain. Now we 
have the special terms and bargain made with reference to the 6d. and 
2s. 6d. The applications for the shares in respect of which those amounts 
were to be paid were made, and were accepted, expressly upon those terms, 
that 6d. should be paid on application and 2s. 6d. on allotment. That 
was in strict accordance with article 13. But where is any such arrange- 
ment made with respect to the shares of the signatories? I can find 
nothing, and I find evidence of what is clearly inconsistent with it. Ido 
not attach weight to what took place on the 30th of June, which obviously 
does not bind the company; but it furnishes a motive for, and an 
explanation of, what undoubtedly did take place on the 5th of July after 
incorporation. At that meeting the allotments were made. There were 
not only separate resolutions for allotments, but there were applications 
for allotments, and it is perfectly clear that in respect of these signatories, 
with whom alone I have to deal, the allotment was made on the terms that 
nothing should be payable on application or allotment. This is really an 
attempt, when allotments have been made and accepted on those terms, 
to alter the entire contract entered into between the signatories and the 
company, and, strangest of all, it is an attempt made by two gentlemen 
who themselves approved of and took part in passing the resolutions, and 
who now ask me to say that these shares could only have been properly 
allotted upon the terms of the signatories paying 6d. on application and 
2s. 6d. on allotment. I can find no foundation in fact and nothing in law 
to justify me in arriving at such a conclusion. A member of a company is 
not liable to pay anything except in respect of calls made in the manner 
provided by the articles. This is an attempt to make members of the 
company pay for shares otherwise than in accordance with the articles. I 
think it wholly fails, and I dismiss the action with costs.—CovnsrL, Eve, 
Q.C., Rawlinson, Q.C,, and Harry Dobb ; Rufus Isaacs, Q.C., Stokes, and the 
Hon. Frank Russell ; H. P. Chapman; Astbury, Q.C., and W. F. Hamilton. 
Sortcrrors, White ¢ De Puriatte; Spyer § Sons ; Haynes § Claremont. 
[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.} 

Re WREXHAM, MOLD, AND CONNAH’S QUAY RAILWAY. Byrne, J. 
9th May. 


Rartway CompaANy—Recerver AND ManacGer—ApptLicaTion or Moneys IN 
Hanps or Recerver—‘* Workinc Expenses AND Prorrer Ovraornes ’— 
Ramway Companies Act, 1867. 


This case raised the question whether the costs of a railway company 
incurred in defending an action were ‘‘ working expenses of the railway 
or other proper outgoings’? in respect of its undertaking within the 
meaning of section 4 of the Railway Companies Act, 1867, and therefore 
payable by a receiver and manager of the railway appointed under the 
Act out of the moneys received by him. The action involved large sums 
and was brought before the date of the receivership order by the 
contractor for the line against the railway company in respect of the 
balance of the contract price. After the order the plaintiff had obtained 
leave to continue proceedings in the action, and leave was at the same time 
given to the railway company to continue to attend the proceedings, but in 
granting such leave no order was made as to the railway company’s costs. 

Byrne, J., after referring to Re Eastern and Midlands Railway 
(L. R. 45 Ch. D. 367, p. 379, per Lord Justice Kay) and Le Corn- 
wall Minerals Co. (48 L. T. 41), eaid that the test to be applied to 
cases like the present was whether the costs incurred were working 
expenses or other proper outgoings, without which the line could not be 
carried on. In the present case he thought it obvious that the under- 
taking could have been carried on just as well and just as effectually 
although the railway company had not resisted the claim made in the 
action. He was far from saying that it was not right for the company to 
resiet the claim in the way in which they did, and co far as the 
materials before him enabled him to judge, he saw no reason to 
doubt that benefits might have accrued to some if not all of 
the creditors of the company from such defence, and he wished 
to guard against its being supposed that the costs might not hereafter be 
properly provided for. He was now, however, being asked by the compan 
to anticipate the usual period for determining what costs ought to be paid, 
in what order or out of what funds, upon the footing that the costs In 
question were ‘‘ other proper outgoings” within the meaning of section 4 





of the Act. These costs were not proper outgoings within the meaning 
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of eection 4. They were not current expenses payable in order to keep the 


son, Tomlinson v, Andrew (1898, 1 Ch. 232), applied, aud that the tenant for 


undertaking going, and without expressing any opinion upon the point | life was not bound to perform any of the covenants in the lease or to keep 


whether any and (if any) what costs might be under other circumstances | down the interest on the mortgage. 


payable under the head of “other proper expenses,’’ he held that the 
railway company failed in respect of the present application.—CovnsEL, 
Farwell, Q.C., and R. J. Parker ; Neville, Q.6., and F. Thompson ; Whinney ; 
Mark Romer. Soutcrtors, Norris, Allen, § Chapman ; Ficld, Roscoe, § Co. ; 
Sharpe, Parker, § Co. ; Cunliffes § Davenport. 

(Reported by Ratecs B. Parutrorrs, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re HOPE’S SETTLED ESTATES, Byrne, J. 16th May. 


TENANT FOR Lire— REMAINDERMAN—SALE or Hetrioom py TENANT FOR 
Lire—JEweEL or Untauz VatvE—Percuntary Position or TENANT FOR 
Lire—Discretion or JupGe—Serriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. 
c. 38), ss. 37, 53. 


This was an application under the Settled Land Act by Lord Francis 
Hope, tenant for life of certain estates settled under the will of his grand- 
mother, Mrs. A. A. Hope, for the approval of a contract for the sale of a 
diamond known as the Tavernier Blue or Hope Diamond, a chattel settled 
as a heirloom under the testatrix’s will. an persons interested in the 
estates as remaindermen opposed the sale. The applicant was in pecuniary 
difficulties, having been adjudged a bankrupt in 1895. He obtained his 
discharge in 1896 ; but by a deed of arrangement his interest in the settled 
property was vested in his creditors, until a sum of £210,000 had been pro- 
vided, he himself receiving in the meantime an income of £2,000 a year. 
The diamond had only comparatively recently come into the possession of 
the family; it was, however, a unique posssssion, being the first blue 
diamond ever known. There was some conflict of evidence as to its value. 

Byrnz, J., refused to make an order authorizing any sale of the 
diamond. His lordship, following the judgment of Chitty, J., in Re 
Earl of Radnor’s Trusts (45 Ch. D. 402), stated that the controllivg power of 
the court, under section 37 of the Settled Land Act of 1882, with regard to 
a sale of chattels, must be exercised with regard to all the circumstances of 
each particular case, and added that the discretion of future judges ought 
not to be crystallized by prescribing definite rules. With regard to the 
particular circumstances, the fact of a tenant for life having got himself 
into difficulties constituted no reason why the court should assist him. He 
had also to consider the fact that all persons interested in remainder were 
opposed to the sale. Too much weight ought not, perhaps, to be given to 
the fact that the jewel was a unique article; but the circumstance could 
not be disregarded. It further did not appear that even if the sale could 
be effected the applicant would receive any substantial relief, so that he 
could take his proper position and reside in the family mansion. Having 
regard, therefore, to these facts, and to the opposition of the family, the 
application must be refused.—Covnser, Furwell, Q.C., and Martelli ; 
Mulligan, Q.C., and A. aB. Terrell; Benn; J. H. Young; F. 8. Ford. 
Souicrrors, Maddisons ; Leman § Co.; Richard Smith § Sons; Rickards § 
Nightingale. 

{Reported by J. Antuur Price, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re G@JERS. COOPER». GJERS. Kekewich, J. 14th April and‘13th May. 


Witt—Lerasenorp—Morrcacr—Intrerest—Rent—Covenants—TENANT 
ror Lire—ReEMAINDERMAN—LIABILITY. 


This case raised the question as to the liability of the tenant for life, 
under a will, of a leasehold for the payment of the rent and observance of 
the covenants reserved by and contained in the lease, and especially for the 
keeping down of the interest of a mortgage on the leasehold property. 
The testator, John Gjers, purchased by assignment, dated the 30th of 
October, 1897, from the original lessee a leasehold house at Bournemouth 
known as ‘‘ Bournewood.’? ‘The original lease was dated the 7th of 
December, 1891, and was for a term of eighty years, so at the date of the 
assignment there was a residue of about seventy-four years unexpired. On 
the Ist of November, 1897, John Gjers, by an indenture of mortgage, 
mortgaged the premises to the trustees of his vendor to secure the sum of 
£3,000 and interest thereon. By his will dated the 8th of November, 1892, 
John Gjers gave all his real and personal estate to his son Lawrence Farrar 
Gjers, Charles Ellison Mills, and Johu Vernon Cooper, upon trust to pay 
to John Vernon Cooper (in case he should act as an executor and trustee 
of the will) a certain legacy, and upon further trust to pay certain specific 
legacies therein mentioned, and subject thereto he devised and bequeathed 
the whole of his property; real and personal, to his son Lawrence Farrar 
Gjers. A a codicil to his will made in 1897 the testator bequeathed to 
his wife Florence Longsdon Gijers his leasehold house known as ‘ Bourne- 
wood,”’ together with ‘all its contents, for her life or as long as she shall 
remain my widow,’’ and.after her death or second marriage he bequeathed 
the same to his daughter Hilda absolutely. On the 6th of October, 1898, the 
testator, John Gjers, died, and his wlll was subsequently duly proved by 
John Vernon Cooper. On the 8th of February, 1899, an originating 
Summons was taken out on behalf of John Vernon Oooper against 
Florence Longsdon Gjers, the testator's widow, and Lawrence Farrar 
Gjers, the testator’s son, to have the question determined whether or no 
the testator’s widow as tenant for life of the leasehold house ‘‘ Bournewood ”’ 
Was liable during her life to pay and keep down during her life the 

terest on the mortgage affecting the same, and to pay the rent 
reserved by and to perform the covenants contained in the lease 
of the 7th of December, 1891 (that being the lease under which the premises 
Were held), or by whom such interest, rents, and covenants ought to 
be paid and performed. There had been no breach of any of the covenants 
Up to the date of the death of the testator. On behalf of the equitable 
tenant for life it was contended that the decision of the Court of Appeal in 


Re Courtier, Coles v. Courtier (35 W. R. 85, 34 Ch.D. 136), as explained in | 438), and contended that the 


The contention on behalf of the 
residuary legatee was that the interpretation placed se last two cases 
upon Re Courtier was wrong and that the tenant for life was liable: Re 
Redding (45 W. R. 457; 1897, 1 Ch. 486), Kingham v. Kingham (1897, 1 Ir. 
R. 170), Re Betty, Betty v. The Attorney-General (1899, W. N., p. 57). 
Kexewicn, J., said that in Re Tomlinson he had followed what in his 
opinion was the decision of the lords justices in Re Courtier, that in the 
present case he had three cases brought before him in which the respective 
judges had expressed a view as to the meaning of the decision of the Court 
of Appeal in Re Courtier differing from that which his lordship had adopted 
in Re Tomlinson. One of these cases, that of Re Redding, had been brought 
to his notice in Re Tomlinson, but he had now had cited to him the two 
other cases, the case of Kingham v. Kingham in the Irish Reports, and the 
recent decision in Re Betty before North, J., in both of which the learned 
judges dissented from the view expressed by his lordship in Re Tomlinson. 
Upon further reflection he was of opinion that perhaps he had thought 
that in Re Courtier the lords justices had said rather more than they did say, 
though personally he was still rather inclined to his own interpretation of 
that case. Nevertheless he could not shut his eyes to the fact that three 
judges had put a different construction upon that case, and this shewed 
him that, at any rate, the language of the lords justices was capable, as 
all language indeed was, to more than one interpretation. Under these 
circumstances, though it might be considered that the strong course for 
him to take would be to adhere to his former decision, he felt that it was 
his duty to assume that he must have been wrong and to give judgment 
in accordauce with the view expressed by the other three judges. He 
must, therefore, hold that the tenant for life was liable.—Counssx, Parker, 
for J. V. Cooper, the executor; @. Lawrence, for F. L. Gjers, the widow 
of the testator ; G. R. Northcot:, for L. F. Gjera, son and residuary legatee 
of the testator. Soxicrrors, Hollams, Sons, Coward, § Hawkesley (for all 
arties). 
, Reported by C. C. Hexstey, Bariister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE EQUITABLE LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY OF THE UNITED STATES 
v. BISHOP (Surveyor of Taxes). Div. Court. 16th May. 


Ixtanp Revenve—Ixcome Tax—lInsvurance Company, Lire—‘‘ Annvat 
Prorrrs AND Gatns ’?—Mvtvat Insurance—Income Tax Act, 1853 (16 & 
17 Vicr. c. 34), Scnepvte D. 

Appeal by the Assurance Oo. inst a decision of the Income 
Tax Commissioners for the City of London, who upheld three assessments 
made upon them under Schedule D of the Act 16 & 17 Vict. c. 34, for the 
years ended April 5th, 1895, 1896, and 1897. The assessments were in 
respect of what were said to be ‘‘ profits’’ for the three years in question 
at the rate of £80,000 a year, but it had been agreed that if the society 
were held liable there should be an inquiry into the exact figures The 
facts were thus stated: The society had its py we in New York, 
but had a branch for Great Britain and Ireland at Princes-street, London, 
under the management of a separate board of directors and officers, and 
it was the profits so-called of this branch that the Inland Revenue 
authorities desired to charge with income tax. By the articles of the 
charter of the company it was provided that the business should 
be conducted upon the mutual plan, and that after the owners 
of the capital stock had received dividends to the amount of 7 per 
cent., the other earnings of the company should be allowed to 
accumulate, and each policy-holder should receive a share of the net 
surplus, to be devoted to the purchase of an additional amount of 
insurance or to the purchase of an annuity to be applied in reduction of 
future premiums. e Inland Revenue Commissioners held that the 
company and its assets were not the property of the policy-holders, who 
had no control, power, liability, or right except such as the shareholders 
by their directors chose to give them ; that the policy-holders were not 
members of the company, but were third persons who contracted with 
the company, and the accumulated funds were not the property of the 
policy-holders, but were accumulated profits; that the policy-holders 
only received such proportion of the profits as the directors might deter- 
mine ; that the fact that there was a division of a portion of the profits 
over and above the fixed dividend payable to the shareholders did not 

alone make a company a mutual insurance company, and that the net 

surplus, so far as the same was derived from premiums received in the 

United Kingdom, was a profit or gain of the company liable to be assessed 

to income tax under Schedule D of the Act of 1853. The company cited 

the case of New York Life Insurances Co. v. Styles (14 App. Cas. 381, 38 

W. R. Dig. 89), and submitted that premiums paid to the yard were 

contributed as an estimated amount required to cover the risks for the year 

and the necessary expenses ; and that any surplus or balance that appeared 

in the balance-sheet under this head was not profit or gain liable to assess- 

ment, but was merely an excess of contribution over itare, which they 

contended would be ultimately returned to the contributors. These advan- 

tages given to the policy-holders were therefore in the nature of a discount 

or rebate—in fact, an inducement offered to induce persons to deal 


with the com —and the omeney making no ‘ profit’? therefrom, 
these sums row we improperly included in the assessment. Counsel for the 


appellant company referred at le to the james given in the 
House of Lords in the cases of the New York Lufe Insurance Co. v. — 


(ont) and Last v. London Asswrance Corporation (34 W. R. = 10 ae 





Re Baring, Jeune v. Baring (41 W. R. 87 ; 1893, 1 Ch. 61), and in Re Zomiin- | policy-holders being disposed of by the 


lus over ture con 
tution of the company, such 
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assets were not profits, although they conceded for the purposes of this 
argument that if such assets were held in fact to be disposed of by the 
shareholders, then they were profits and liable to be assessed. For the 
commissioners it was urged that the true distinction drawn in the 
two cases cited—the a peng in which resulted in conflicting decisions, 
al the facts in both were almost identical—was this : that in Styles’ 
case the articles of the company affected only the policy-holders, and the 
surplus was not ‘“‘ profit ’’ in which the shareholder participated or had any 
control over; whereas in Last's case there being shareholders as well as 
policy-holders interested, it was held that the surplus was “profit.” In 
the tt case counsel submitted the facts were the same as in Last’s case, 
and that the assessment therefore ought to stand. He referred to the 
Mersey Dock and Harbour Board v. Lucas (32 W. R. 34, 8 App. Cas. 891). 

Tue Court (Dariine and CHANNeELL, JJ.) decided against the company. 
In their judgment the decision in Last’s case governed the point raised by 
this appeal. If the company’s contention was correct, then any realized 
profits in any business if used to obtain or enlarge the business would 
cease to be profits. Judgment accordingly for the Crown. —Counszt, Sir 
Robert Reid, Q.C.; Foote, Q.C., and C. H. Neish; Cripps, QC., and 
Danckwerts. Souricrroxs, Neish, Howell, & Macfarlane ; The Solicitor to the 
Inland RB Commissioners. 

[Reported by Ersxine Rein, Barrister-at-L aw. | 





CAMERON (TRADING AS THE CO-OPERATIVE COAL CO.) v. TYLER. 
Diy. Court. 15th May. 


Weicuts AND Mrasures—Sarte or Coat—Ticket on Note—Sg1.er’s 
Name—WEtIcHtTs AND Measures Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. cc 21), 8. 21; 
Scnepute 3. 


This was a case stated by justices of Middlesex. An information was 
laid — the appellant under section 21 of the Weights and Measures 
Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 21), charging him that he did cause to be 
delivered a quantity of coal exceeding 2 cwt. to a purchaser by means of a 
vehicle, and did unlawfully neglect to deliver, or cause to be delivered, or 
to be sent by post or otherwise to the purchaser or his servant before any 
of the coal was unloaded, a ticket, or note, according to the form in the 
third schedule of the Act. The following facts were proved : On the 18th of 
November, 1898, one of the appellant’s carmen delivered to a purchaser in 
the parish of Old Brentford a quantity of coal exceeding 2 cwt., to wit, 
1 ton, by means of a vehicle on which the appellant’s name, viz., 
Cameron, appeared. The carman, before any part of the coal was 
unloaded, delivered to the purchaser a ticket partly in writing and 

rtly in print, wherein the seller of the coal was descri as 
*The Co-operative Coal Co.’’ Before the ticket was so delivered 
to the purchaser the name of the person in charge of the vehicle 
had been inserted thereon. The ve had for several years before 
the 18th of November, 1898, carried on business as a coal merchant in 
his own account at 107, Pancras-road, N.W., and at 215, Uxbridge- 

Ealing Dean, and at other places under the name of ‘‘ The Co-operative 
Coal Co.,”’ and under four other different names in London. There was 
in fact no company, limited or otherwise, in existence. Shortly before 


i 


the 18th of November, 1898, the haser had ordered from an office where 
the appellant was trading under the name of The Co-operative Coal 


$ 


oy Ot ing Dean, one ton of coal. The justices being of opinion 
that, in order to satisfy the requirements of section 21 of the Act and of 
the third schedule, the real name of the appellant, Frederick Brough 
Cameron, ought to have appeared on the ticket, convicted the appellant. 
Section 21, sub-section 1, of the Act provides that ‘‘ where any quantity of 
coal two hundredweight is delivered by means of any vehicle to 
a aser the seller of the coal shall therewith deliver or cause to be 
delivered . . . tothe purchaser or his servant, before any part of the 
coal is unloaded, a ticket or note according to the form in the third 
schedule of this Act, or according to a form to a like effect.” At the 
foot of the form given in the third schedule are the words ‘‘C. D. [here 
insert the name of the seller].”’ 
Tue Cover (Dariixc and Cuanneit, JJ.) allowed the appeal on the 

id that the requirement of the Act was sufficiently complied with by 

‘ing in the ticket the name under which the seller traded.—Covunsz, 
Kershaw ; Earle. Souicrrors, Woodbridge § Son; Sir R. Nicholson. 


[Reported by C. G. Witprauam, Barrister-at-Law.] 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Oxpver or Court. 
: Monday, the 8th day of May, 1899. 
I, 0 Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Obancelloz of Great 


Britain, do by order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Brnxe (1899—W.—No. 1,171). 
In the Matter of Willis’ Restaurant Limited. Aubrey Richardson and 
George Fischer v. Willis’ Restaurant Limited. 
. Mr. Justice Nonru (1899—H.—No. 871). 
n the Matter of the Holborn P ited. 
Westen . ress Limited. Charles Edward Delancy 


Algee y. The Holborn Press Limited and 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. R. R. Laxrnornz, solicitor, of Southampton, has been appointed 
Town Olerk, Clerk to the Urban Sanitary Authority, and Secretary of the 
Cemetery of the County Borough of Southampton. Mr. Linthorne was 
admitted in 1887. There were twenty-seven applications for the post. 

Mr. R. A. McCatt, Q.C., has been eo Attorney-General of the 
County Palatine in succession to Mr. W. Ambrose, Q.C., lately appointed 
a Master in Lunacy. 

Mr. Grorce Ouartes Lovett Fry, solicitor, of the firm of Keddey, 
Fletcher, & Fry, of 9, Fenchurch-street, London, E.0., who was admitted 
in February, 1887, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 





INFORMATION REQUIRED. 
Purirry Tuomas Mary, deceased, late Fellow of St. John’s College, Cam- 


bridge.—Any person who can give any information with reference to any 
will made by the above-named deceased is requested to communicate with 


Mr. John Beckwith, solicitor, of 7, Victoria-street, Westminster, 8.W. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLuTion. 


Joux Batsnaw, Wiu1aM James Onauiinor, and Water Batsnaw, 
solicitors, 12, Acresfield, Bolton, Lancaster (Balshaws & Challinor), and 
18, Brazennose-street, Manchester (Challinor & J. & W. Balshaw). 
March 31. The said John Balshaw and Walter Balshaw will continue in 
partnership on their own account at 22, Acresfield, Bolton, under the style 
of J. & W. Balshaw, and the said William James Challinor will carry on 


business on his own account at 18, Br street, Manchester. 
[ Gazette, May 16.] 





GENERAL. 


The Supreme Court (Appeals) Bill passed through Committee of the 
House of Commons on the 12th inst. 


A correspondent has, says the Albany Law Journal, discovered a rare 
sample of a professional card. ‘The following,” he says, ‘‘ appears on 
the envelopes of a coloured attorney of Pocahontas, Virginia: ‘If not 
called for in five days return to J. K. Smith, attorney-at-law, Pocahontas, 
Virginia. Seek me — as your counsel, for know ye that even the 
righteous cannot be saved without an advocate.’ ’’ 


The Central Criminal Court, says the Daily News, is to be erected upon 
the area occupied by the present Old Bailey courts, at a cost, it has now 
been determined, of £250,000. The corporation aims at erecting on the 
site of the Old Bailey a building which embody credit not only to the 
City but to the nation ; and to this end the President of the Royal Society 
of British Architects has been requested to select six architects of special 
experience to prepare plans. The designs of these —— are to be ready 
for inspection in October, and each will receive a fee of two hundred 

ineas for his services, the whole of the cost, both of plans and of re- 
uilding, being borne by the City. During the time that the Old Bailey 
is closed the sittings of the Central Criminal Court will be held at the 
Clerkenwell Sessions House. 


In the course of an obituary notice of the late Justice Stephen J. Field, 
of the United States Supreme Court, the Albany Law Journal says his 
term was the longest in thehistory of the Supreme Court. Appointed in 1863, 
he held his position until retirement on the 1st of December, 1897. During 
the latter years of his service on the bench he was in feeble health. The 
great Chief Justice, John Marshall, wore the ermine for a period extending 
over thirty-four years. It was the ambition of the late Justice Field to 
surpass this record, and he succeeded in doing so by a few months. His 
friends, fearing that the strain of hard work would shorten his useful life, 
advised him to retire from his arduous duties. But with indefatigable 
perseverance he clung to his task until the latter part of 1897, when he had 
the satisfaction of having fulfilled the ambition of his life. 


The Daily News says that the City Corporation and the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer have so far adjusted their differences with to the 
ultimate disposal of N te Prison that the grim building will now 
disappear with all ble dispatch, It is rather curious that a doubt as 
to the ownership of the gaol should have arisen, but such seems to have 
been the case. The City Fathers apparently cherished the belief that the 


prison was corporation property, but the Chancellor of the Exchequer had 
such successful doubts upon the point ‘that he will receive from the corpor- 
ation a cheque for £40, It appears that, after the destruction of Old 


Newgate during the Gordon Riots, the Government of the day deemed it 
desirable to exercise its powers poh gh veonge with regard to the recon- 
struction of the gaol. The t was that while the corporation 
undoubtedly rebuilt the prison, the Government acquired an interest in the 
construction of the outer wall, the dingy front of which has so long been 


‘familiar to all keoneias, A ja Fa — ornate: was ee eotabe ed, 
and for os r eto t e vernment now 
receives the substantial solatium of £40,000. 


In the House of Commons, on the 11th inst., Mr. S. Evans asked the 
Attorney-General what arrangements had been or would be made for the 
hearing of a s in the Court of Appeal during the absence out of the 
country of the Lord Chief Justice of Jand and of Lord Justice Collins, 
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as Commissioners of Her Majesty ; whether it was the intention of the 
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Government, or of the Lord Chancellor, to put in force section 4 of the 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1875, during the absence of the learned 
judges referred to, so as to secure the attendance in the Court of Appeal 
of an additional judge of the High Court of Justice; and whether the 
Government would introduce a Bill to make the Lords of Appeal in 
Ordinary ex officio judges of the Court of Appeal, and to enable the Lord 
| Chancellor to request the attendance as judges in the Court of Appeal of 
) ; peers who had held the office of Lord of Appeal in Ordinary, or any other 
H high judicial office in England if they consented to do ro. The Attorney- 
General said : It is proposed that the President of the Probate and Admi- 
, Ca ralty Division, who isa member of the Court of Appeal, shall sit in that 
: court during the absence of Lord Justice Collins. The answers to the 
second and third paragraphs of the hon. and learned member’s question 
are in the negative. 

In the House of Commons on Monday Mr. Evans asked the Secretary of 
State for the Home Department whether his attention had been called to 
the decision of the Court of Appeal that poor appellants to the Court of 
Appeal from decisions of county court judges acting as arbitrators under 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, might be required to give 
security for costs before being allowed to prosecuts their appeals; 
whether he was aware that persons appealing by way of new trial in cases 
iM tried by High Court judges with juries could not be required to give any 
, security for the costs of the appeal; and whether, in view of the 
importance of enabling workmen or their representatives to obtain high 
judicisl authority on complicated questions of the construction of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, he would undertake to make representations 
to the rule authority as to the advisability of making a rule dispensing with 
the necessity of giving security for costs when they desired to appeal. Sir 





| ied 


le 


W, M. W. Ridley said: My attention has been called to the decision referred 
nd to, and I am aware that in applications for a new trial—which, I may 
r)« observe, are not, strictly speaking, appeals—it is not the practice to require 
in security for costs. As regards the third paragraph of the question, I have 
rle to say that, after consulting with the Lord Chancellor, in accordance with 
on the promise given by my right hon. friend the Under-Secretary of State 


for the Home Department in my behalf on the 7th of March, I do not see 
| my way to make to the Rule Committee the proposal suggested by the hon. 
member. 


The following circular has been addressed to judges of county courts by 

the direction of the Home Secretary, calling attention to the changes made by 
the rules under section 6 of the Prison Act, 1898, with regard to the 

treatment of debtor prfsoners: ‘* Whitehall, April 25, 1899. Sir,—I am 


are directed by the Secretary of State to acquaint you that, by the rules made 
on by him under section 6 (3) of the Prison Act, 1898, which wi!l come into 
not force on the Ist prox., the treatment of debtor prisoners has been altered 
Las, in the followivg principal points, which he thinks it right to bring to your 
the notice: (@) Under the rules at present in force (Schedule 1 of the Prison 

Act, 1865) debtors are allowed to obtain their own food, wine, malt liquor, 
pon and bedding from outside. Under the new rules they will receive the aliow- 
now ence of food prescribed for offenders of the first division who do not maintain 
the themselves. (+) Under the present rules they are permitted to work (Regula- 
the tion 31 of Schedule 1). By the new rules they will be required to work, either 
iety at their own trade or profession, provided that such employment does not 
scial interfere with the regulation of the prison, or at work of an industrial or 
sady manufacturing nature; and they will be allowed to receive the whole of 
dred their earnings subject to a deduction for the cost of maintenance and for 
res the use of implements when furnished by the prison. (c) Under the 
ailey present rules they are allowed to occupy a common room during the day. 
, the By the new rule (247) a debtor is confined to bis cell at all times except 


when at chapel or exercise. Debtors will still be allowed to wear their own 








ie clothes, unless they are unfit for use; they will be kept — separate 
‘ield, from prisoners committed to prison under criminal process; and they will 
s his be allowed to receive a visit, and also to write and receive a letter once a 
1863, week.—I am, Sir, your obedient servant, Kenetm E. Dieny.”’ 
uring 
The 
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His THE PROPERTY MART. 
1 life, SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
gable May 21.—Messrs. G. E. Curtis & Suarr, at the Mart, at 2:—Barking and Plaistow: Free- 
e had hold Shops, Cottages, Farm Premises, Family Residence, Building Land, and Leasehold 
Houses, producing rentals of £200 perannum. Solicitors, Messrs. Loxley, Elam, & 
Gardner, London. (See advertisement, this week, p. 5.) 
of the May 25.—Meesrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2:—Vauxhall : Holloway’s Estate (on 
the the Ducby of Cornwall Estate), Copyhold Ground-rents of £196 per annum, secured 
0 upon shop and residential properties close to Vauxhall Station, with reversions in 6 to 
P 
| now 18 years to rack-rents estimated at £1,000 per annum. Solicitor, A. Eames, Esq., 
ubt as London.— Walworth and Camberwell: Freehold Greund-rents and Freehold Houses, 
o have Shops, and Stabling. Solicitors, Messrs. Marsden & Son, London.—South Lambeth : 
hb Freehold Ground-rents of £12 and £15 10s., secured upon 9 houses irs with shops), 
rat the producing rack-rents of £294 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Tarry, Sherlock, & King, 
er had London, -- Newington-butts : Freehold Ground-rents of £80 annum (in one 
orpor- collection), with reversion in 1948 to rack-rents estimated at £350 per annum. 
f Ol Canning Town: Freehold Ground-rents of £39 10s. per annum, secured upon 12 
0 . houses, with reversion in 76 years to rack-rents of £235 per annum, Solicitors, Messrs, 
med it Stoneham & Sons, London. (See advertisements, this week, p. 5.) 
recol- RESULTS OF SALES. 
pration Messrs. C. C, & T., Moone, at the Mart, on Thursday last, sold the following: Two 
in the Leasehold Houees and Shope, 49 and 51, Mile End-road; a Leasehold Residence, 16, 
Addington-road, Bow; a Ic<aseho!ld Dwelling-house, 81, Sekforde-street, Clerkenwell; a 
lished. sehold Residence, 76, Melbourne-grove, East Dulwich; and a Leasehold Dwelling- 
¢ now house, 40, New Charles: street, St. Luke's. 








Messrs, H. EF. Foster & Craaxvingp were suce-ssful in dealing with the under-mentioned 
at their Property Auc' ion, which took place on Wednesday last, the 17th inst. : £ 
254, Richmond-10ad, Hackney (Leasehold) .. cm ob = «» Bold 345 







ed the 





Reversions, Lire Poricies, AND SHARES, 

Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrieip were successful in finding purchasers for nearly the 

whole of the lots offered by them at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, ‘The total of the 
sale was £20,055, the following being further particulars : 


REVERSIONS: £ 
To One-fourth of about £3,198 ; lives 48and49_—... «+ oe Bold 200 
Absolute to One-third of £5,641; life 55 wt oi nif a 650 
Absolute to One-half of £26,666 13s. 4d. India 3 per Cent. Stock ; 

lives 75 and 72 ... owe evs oop ous eee ooo ose » 9,500 
Absolute to £2,874; life 72 - — eee _ one sen s» 2,060 
Absolute to £5,200, and to a Freehold Ground-rent of £3 4s. per 

annnm ; life 72... ove ean sisi ses eco eos eae * 510 
Absolute to £500; life 65 ... ene ooo oe eee oe ” 255 
To One-fourth of £30,000; life 57 » 750 


Absolute to One-twentieth of £24,050; life72 =. 0. ee 870 
ure ee bin the Uni ity ; life 68 1 premium, £38 18s. 94. 
or versity ; e > annua: mium, 5 .> 
Sa ee 

For £3,000, with goats, in the Standard; life 64; annual 


premium, £88 7s. ai oe eee = eee a ee ee 
For £1,000 in the National Mutual, on same life ; annual premium, 
£32 1s. 8d.; bonus additions, £99103, ... 9.00 sows 425 
SHARES : ' ' 
50 Ordinary Shares of £1 each in London and Provincial Dairy Co. 
a fully paid; and 50 Preference ditto, ditto... .. » 45 
Six Tontine Shores of £100 each in Mutual Tontine Westminster 
Chambers Association (Limited), fully paid ... ... ss» 9 275 
5,500 Full: —— Preference Shares of £1 each, and 10,000 Fully- 
paid inary Shares of £1 each, in ate and Southend 
Kursaals (Limited); also 123 £6 per Cent. First M 
Debenture Bonds of £10 each in Brighton Dyke Steep- le 
Railway (Limited)... oe wt a ail roa noe 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liairep 1x CHANOERY. 


Benvico Gotrie.ps, Limrrep—Creditora in the United Kin: are required, on or 
before July 1, and those residing in the Colonies on or before 1, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Julius Wilson Hethering- 
ton Byrne, 81, Gracech st 

G. 8. Ewrxe & Co, Lutrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send their 
oomen end ne and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Bernardo Thomas 

w, 12, Wi 8 

GotpENn Dove Mixrxc Co, Liurrep—By an order made by Wright, J , it was ordered that 
the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. Lumley & Lumley, 37, Conduit 

wet tae Go 4, iB —Credii ding in the United Kingdon uired, 
eW Cuum Gotp Mivegs, Limirep—Creditors residi ni i are 
on or before July 1, and those residing in the Colonies on or before Oct 1, to oa their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Julius Wilson 
Hetherington Byrne, 81, Gracechurch et 

R. A. Syxpicate, Limirep (1v_Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before June 
30, to send their names and addresses, and Re pestis of their debts or claims, to 
Alfred Edward Maidlow Davis, 1 and 2, Great Winchester st. Hubbard & Wheeler, 13 
and 14, Abchurch lane, solors for liq 

Sovrners New Cuvm Gotp Mrves, Lunrrenv—Creditors residing in the United Ki 
are required, on or before July 1, and those residing in the Colonies on or before 1, 
to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Julius 
Wilson Hetherington Byrne, 81, Gracech st 

Srevenson’s Fire Lighter Manvracrvurtne Co or Scortayp, Luanrep—Creditors are 
required, on or before May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to William Henry Payne, 48, Gresham st 

YorksuirE Hovse-ro-Hovuse Erecrriciry Co, Limrrap—Creditors are requi on or 
before June 24, to send their names and addresses, and i of their debts or 
—> Grosvenor Talbot, 1, Whitehall rd, Leeds. Nelson & Cc, Leeds, solors for 
iquidator 


*London Gazetie.—Tvrspay, May 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep in CHANCERY. 


Artas Merau Co, Limrrgp—Peta for winding up, presented May 10, directed to be heard 
on May 31. Indermaur & Brown, 22, Ghaer lane, solors for petners. Notice of 
somes must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


y 

CenTRAL Loxpox Conrracr Corporation, Seneee Se Liquipation) — Creditors are 

required, on or before June 30, to send their names ‘ rticulars of 
their debts or claims, to Alexander James Harrison Robertson, 20, Bucklersbury 

Devta Syypicate, Limrrep (1x Liqvipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 10, to send their names and addresses, and the purticulars of their debts or claims, 

to rge Forbes, 2, Moorgate st bl 

Joan Royp Coat Co, Liurrzp— i are required, on or before June 19, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or c'aims, to George 

ae rae Royal Exchange, Middlesborough. Proud, Bishop Auckland, solor 

0 liquidator 

Reconstruction Guarnanter Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 26, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 

William Harris, 41, Moorgate st. Gruady & Co, solors to liquidator 

Snrorsnine Erecrric Licat axp Powsr Co, Luutev—Creditors are required, on or 

before June 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 

or claims, to Walter William Naunton, 9, The Square, Shrewsbury. Peele & Peele, 

Shrewsbury, solors for liquidator 

Wire Hovse Iyvestuent Co, Livrray —Creditors are =y } hy before June 16, to 
send their names and address:s, and the puticulars of thei or claims, to Alfred 

Flower, 23, Bucklersbury, Jones & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED, 


Goop SavaAniran Bick Socrery, Carlton, Notti . May 10 
HeEREronp Frienpiy Society, Green Dragon Heed Herta’. May 10 
Music Pusuisuixe Society, Luwrrep, Liverpool. April 17 








Wankninc To rntenpING House Purcuasers anp Lessees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., ye 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 





; 25, Quadrant-grove, Kentish Town (Leasehold) aS one vee a ee |) 
or the 2?, Quadrant-grove, Kentish Town \Learchold) ... be oes oo 295 
of the 70, Windmill-street, Gravesend (Freehold) ... ees oss is oo «=69plCUO 








Nollins, 
of the 





years. Telegrams, ‘Sanitation.’-—[Apvr.] 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Crain. 
London Gazette—Fuipay, April 21. 
Arxinsox, Mawar, Pratt st, Camden Town April 29 Scott v Mitchell, Kekewich, J 
Beard & Sons, Basinghall st 
London Gaszette.—Tvurspay, April 25. 
Axpenrsox, James, Newcastle upon Tyne, Wine Merchant May 30 


Anderson, Stirling, J Dix & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne F 
Kexcery, Francis Fixx, Lyminge, Kent, Farmer May 29 Tyson v Kelcey, Kekewich, J 
Hallett & Co, Ashford 


laseiee. Tom Kixc — Brewer May 20 Wilson vy Wilkinson, Registrar, Preston 


ithers, Black’ 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 28. 
Cocks, Rosert, Somerleyton rd, Brixton, Gentleman May 3i Young v Cotton, North, J 
‘Woosnam & Smith, Chancery lane 
London Gazette.—TvEspaY, May 2. 
Parsszscer, Joux, Fann st, Publican Junel Lefever y Pressinger, North, J Cubison, 
Cheapside 


London Gazette.—Faipay, May 5. 
Wuiraker, Wittiam Avcustvs, Fairhaven, Torquay, Devon June 10 Whitaker v 
Palmer, North, J Palmer, St Paul’s rd, Dorking 
London Gazette.—Tvrspay, May 9. 
sey ~~ Sananu Ays, Morriston, nr Swansea Jane7 Lewis v Jeremiah, Kekewich, J 
ic, Swansea 
Ttryer, Jouxs, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Estate Agent Jtine 7 Harris v Jepson, 
Registrar, Manchester Lowndes, Manchester 


Weatherley v 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette,—Tvrspay, May 2. 
Ara, Wit114u, Turville Heath, Bucks May 31 Hatt, Oxford 
Arnentox, James Witt1am, Aspull, nr Wigan, Groczr June 3 Wright & Appleton, 


igan 
Bat, Haxyan, Surbiton, Surrey June9 Withall & Co, Victoria st, Westminster 


Batemax, Daxter Connzape, Sheffield, Wire Manufacturer's Manager May 31 Waddington 
& Cleckheaton 
Betcrave, Georcs, Brewer, Deal June 20 Hall, Folkestone 


Berry, Miss Euity Grace, Torquay May 31 Lindop, Torquay 

Boossyer, Josern Hvest, Mitcham, Surrey Junel Leslie & Hardy, Bedford row 
Boorn, Sauvet, Knowle, Warwick July 26 Johnsons & Co, Birmingham 

Buzz, Bn Rey. aman, Lord Bishop of Barbados, Brighton June 10 Norris & 


Norris, 
Costey, Jaxz, Edgbaston July 26 Johnsons & Co, Birmingham 
Cotiisos, CaTuzrixe, Newcagtle upon Tyne June 1 Arnott & Walker Newcastle upon 


Demevaissz, Caturuixe, South Hampstead Junel Janson & Co, Finsbury circus 

Dicxissox, Witita™ Feaycis, Choriton cum Hardy, Lancs, Traveller June20 Tucker 
& Co, Manchester 

De ork Tuomas, Plasnewydd Dyffryn, nr Neath, Farm Bailiff May8 Cuthbertson & 


Neath 
Doss, Dame Mary, Wetheral, Cumberland May28 8 G &G F Saul, Carlisle 


Eipsrortn, Ricnarp Pextsey, Salford, Lancs, Electrical Engineer June1 Hizson & 


Manchester 
Evenagp, Ampnosz, Weston under Penyard, Hereford June 1 Thorpe, Ross 
Fattows, Fraxcis, Brockley June15 Bowerman & Forward, Gray’s inn eq 
Forster, Jonx, Oriental Club, Hanover sq June 20 Harwood & Stephenson, Lombard st 
Fraxxs, Jous Beryanp, Perth, West Australia May 13 Franks, Pancras lane 
Grorce, Groner, Griffithstown, nr Newport, Mon June5 Thomas, Aberdare 
Gres, Asse Tcespcit, Blackheath May 30 Horne & Birkett, Linco!n’s inn fields 
Guzzxwoop, Enwanp, Cranleigh, Surrey June 1 Tyrrell & Son, Raymond bidgs, 


Hat ee! Tromas, Osmington, Dorset June 3 Coombs & Son, Dorchester 

Haxsietox, Saucer, Leek, Staffs Junei Challinors & Shaw, Leek 

Hasxax, Ricuizp, Langley Moor, nr Durham May 26 Chambers, Durham 

Hazziwsox, Joseru, Hereford Junei Sheard & Breach, Clement's inn 

Howazv, Rovert, Huntingdon June 24 Margetts, Huntingdon 

Hvimz, Atrzep, Paterson, New Jersey, U8 A, Silk Manufacturer June 30 Taylor, 
Macclesfield 


Hosxis, Tuomas, Truro June10 Wild & Wild, Lawrence In 

Heswics, Sauvet, Brighton, Upholsterer June1 Langfield, Brighton 

Hestaxy, Ricusnp, Pendleton, Lancs June24 J & E Whitworth, Manchester 
Jouxsox, Wir aLv, Aldwark Bridge, York, Seed Merchant June 15 Kirby & 


Son, Harrogate 
Kast, Perer Baris: + Bootle, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler June 3 Miller & Co, 


Liv —— 
Kxow es, Jous, Northenden, Chester, Farmer May 31 Knowles, Hyde 
Lez, Groucr Tuomas, Littleport, Isle of Ely, Waker May 31 Hall, Ely 
Leia, Arexaxvrn, Cleveland row, &t James May 31 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln’s inn 


, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Merchant July 26 Jobnsons & Co, 


Matiz, Gacncn Buvce, Kensington Junel5 Dale & Co, Cornhill 
Marcuast, Jauvs, Hartfield, Buseex June 23 Pearless & fons, Kast Grinstead 
Matis, Frasces, Huddersfield, York June1 Hopwood, Wigan 

Mircurt:, Many Bows, Weat Kensington May 30 Harwood, Cannon st 
Minsor, Jax, Liverpool Junel4 Rodway & Co, Liverpool 

Oxsrres, Wittssx, O14 Leake, Lineoin, Farmer May 22 Snaith, Boston 

Pret, Hexnr, Manchester, Cork Merchant June 2 A & G W Fox, Manchester 
Bramxs, Gronox, Bouthses, Hants, Painter June15 Franckeiss, Southsea 
Bicnanmson, Mactuas Axx, O14 Leake, Lincola May 22 fSnaith, Boston 
Rowiseos, Grow.2, Blaxton, York, Parmer May 2) Wa'ker, Dewsbury 

Lives, Zowsnn Patton, Hamypstesd Jumei Fladgate & Co, Craig's ct, Charing Cross 


iam Iscuea 


Lispyrr, Maxinirias 
bam 





SErTon, = Hon Ceci Eurty Countess of, Lennox gdns June 24 Gedge & Co, 


SEvEsTRE, J uae Tufnell Park July3 Byrne, Surrey st, Strand 
Suerurgp, Joun Wi111AM, Wisbech Saint Peter, Cambridge June 1 Treasure, Glou-eater 
SuortHovss, Joun, Bradley, Stafford, Metal Dealer May 23 Stockdale, Wednesbury 
Sxitiixes, Exisua, Sunderland, House Furnisher May 22 Walker, Sunderland 
Suits, James, Brixton June 24 Sismey & Sismcy, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 
Sauirn, Rosert, Hulme, Manchester, Cabinet Maker June 3 Mossman, Hulme 
Srvuspines, Josuva, Upper Clapton June1 Baker & Nairne, Crosby sq 
Swinyarp, Hesry, Hythe, Kent May 29 G& GS Wilks, Hythe 
Tay or, Wit1AM, Stapleford, Lincoln, Farmer May 31 Larken & Co, Newark on Trent 
Tuomson, Tuomas Dickinsoy, Willesden May 31 Edwards & Son, Moorgate st 
TinsLey, James, Leigh, Lancs, Watchmaker May 31 Dootson Leigh 
VenaBLes, Jane, Rock, Worcester May 31 Marcy & Co, Bewdley 
Watwusey, Exizasetu, Leigh, Lancs May 31 Dootson, Leigh 
Watusiey, Jouy, Leigh, Lancs May 31 Dootson, Leigh 
War rire, Josern, Willenhall May 5 Baxter, Willenhall 
Wricat, Frances, ford, Essex June 27 Tyler, Iiford 

London Gasette.—Frioay, May 5 
Asean, Joan, Northfield, Worcester June16 Beale & Co, Birmingham 
Avex, Mary Avy, Broadstairs, Kent June1é Micklem & Hollingworth, Gresham st 
Amery, Witt1am, Bovey Tracey, Devon, Yeoman June 16 Baker & Co, Newton Abbot 
Bancrort, Atrrep, Halifax, Plasterer June7 Barstow & Midgl2y, Halifax 
Baumann, Caaries Evcar, Queen’s gate June Forbes, Queen st 
Baxter, Samvc., Birtley, Durham, Carter June7 Carpenter, Durham 
— Rev Lancetor Caret, Eastbourne June 1 Gare & Pease, Lincola’s inn 


Beacu, Sagan, Paddiogton June14 Stephens & Son, Orchard st, Portman sq 
Beecrorr, Witt1am, Bradford June 3 Freeman, Bradford 

Bimsenstety, Atbert, Paris June1 Nokes & Daniell, Basinghall st 

Bueasz, Saran Any, Newton, Chester May16 Hervey & Co, Hyde 

Brook, Jouy Goopatt, Harrogate June2 Wooler & Co, Leeds 

Baownsiti, Hannan, St Helen’s, Lancs June16 Ansdell & Eccles, St Helen’s 

Baysoy, Tuomas, Sunderland, Innkeeper May 30 Dixon & Co, Sanderland 

Cag.ess, Epwarp Nicoiis, Devizes, Wilts, Physician June 3 Jackson & Jackson, 


CowpEr, | = Penrith June19 Stoneham & Sons, Fenchurch st 

Davivsox, Wit11A4M, Liverpool, Shipwright May 31 Wilson & Co, Liverpool 

Eastwoop, AbRAuAM, Heywood, Lancs, Cotton Waste Dealer June1? W &J Cooper, Preston 

Feryis, Evizaseru Cuestrer, Reading June23 Warren & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Fiscu, Cuar.tes, Hounslow June 22 Peake, Clement’s inn 

Fiera, Jous Witiiam, Bradford, Aerated Water Manufacturer June 1 Freeman, 
Bradford 


Goopwis, Harry Tomas, Greenwich June 12 Dowson & Co, Surrey st 

Gray, Etten Aveusra, Esher, Surrey Junel Beachcroft & Co, Theobald’s rd 
Grauan, Joseru, Maida vale June16 Hughes & Co, Budge row 

Gravznor, Exizapetn, Stratford June14 Pearce & Sons, Giltspur st 

Hay, Witttam Tuomas, Rugby, Road Contractor July1 Wright & Son, Leicester 
Hane, Cuances Joux,jMD, FRCP, Manchester sq May 26 Neale, Poultry 

Haycocr, Desares Freperick, Loveln, Wood st, Warehouseman June i4 Mason & Co, 


Gresham 
Hotiaxp, Racuart, Eckington, Derby May 27 Jones, Eckington, nr Sheffiell 
Ho.usworrn, Fraycis Jouy Eyros, Sidcup, Kent June 5 Hewitt & Urquhart, 
I eadenhall st 


Hvrcurss, Faxpexicx Leicn, Birchin In, Solicitor June8 Foss & Co, Fenchurch st 
InycLepew, James Henny, Tynemouth, Solicitor June 30 Ingledew & Fenwick, New- 


castle on Tyne 
Jenwinos, Evizasetu, Scarborough Juneé6 Holtby & Procter, York 
Key, Dayiet, Croydon Junel Rowland & Hutchinson, Croydon 
Kippe.., Jouxs Dawson, Mark lane June5 Gamlen & Co, Gray’s ion sq 
Lziv > Pusreni, East Kirby, Nottingham, Grocer June 6 Rorke & Jackson, 
Moir, acme Puiir, Coleman st, Advertising Agent June 5 Miles, Theobald’s rd 
Morcays, Mrs Marcaret, Gunnersbury June19 Wyatt, Brixton hill 
Morais, Many Any, Northampton July1 Wright, Leicester 
Mveray, Henny, 8t Cuthbert’s Without, Cumberland, Farmer June 5 Sewell, Carlisle 


Osicis1, (maga Peres, Beckenham, Kent June3 Tathams & Pym, Frederick’s pl, 
ewry 
Piiiey, Samvust, Boston, Lincs, Chemist June 22 Pilley, Bedford row 


Pucu, BSusax, Tunbridge Wells June 24 Cripps & Co, Tunbridge Wells 
Races, Euity Hengterra, Upper Norwood Junel0 Taylor, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Reav, James Coanves, Lower Clapton July 30 Read, New Bridge st 
Rupee, Epwarp Drosizr, Fakenham, Norfolk, Doctor June5 Cates & Co, Fakenham 
Scorr, Many, Acton June3 Arnould & Son, New ct, Lincoln’s inn 
Surru, James Miixe, Boston, USA, Merchant June5 Hewitt & Urquhart, Leadenhall # 
Bway, Cuantes Faepgricn, Leverton, Lincoln, Farmer June! Waite & Oo, Boston 
Tuomas, Avice, Birmingham June 5 Ellis, Birmingham 
Twxxp, Rev Joszru Banruor, Hove, Sussex June10 Grover & Co, King’s Bench walk 
Watxea, Rev Fuaxcis Rovent, Wherwell, Hante June 13 Booty & Bayliffe, Raymond 
bid Gray’s inn 
Wass, iLLIAM Freoenick, Newstead Abbey, Nottingha®® July 1 Lawrence & Co, New 
j, Lincoln’s inn 
Wisox Marrasw, Liverpool, Ironmonger June1 Bartley & Bird, Liverpool 
Woon, Rosrnt Puitiv, Maghull, nr Liverpool, JP June6 Laces & Co, Liverpool 
London Gawtte —Turspay, May 9. 
Axsvuews, Eiizs, Upper Holloway Aug Prestons, Stratford 
Avwromw, Anruvu, Liverpool, Stockbroker June 19 Payne & Frodsham, Liverpool 
Ba ates, Banos Cau.rox, Skibbereen, Cork June 20 Laurence & Co, Linwuln’s inp 
C1On 
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Benson, JonNATHAN, Leeds Mayi17 Blacklock, Leeds 


Brown1na, Anna, Islington June19 Harston & Bennett, Bishopsgate st Within 
Burpakrx, Resecca, Cambridge June 10 Smart, Cambridge 

BurvELt, Geores, Leeds, Builder Jnne17 Harland & Ingham, Leeds 
Serres Ezra, Stansfield, nr Eastwood, York, Contractor 


mo. 


CuEvis, —~ Althorp, Northampton, Coachman June 30 Jackson, Outer Temple’ 


CurisP, Mrs Emity, Alnwick June13 Hindmarsh, Alnwick 

Crank, Henry, Finchley June24 Wilkinson & Co, Bedford st 

Craven, Tuomas, Dinckley, Lancs, Farmer May 20 Leeming, Blackburn 

Crocker, Joun Tuomas, Westerham, Kent, Licensed Victualler 
ing’s Bench walk 


Dancer, WILLIAM, Oxford June 30 Galpin, Oxford 


Daviner, Witu1Am, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Provision Merchant July 12 Rabnett, 
Birmingham 


Davis, aan Florence, Italy June12 Jessop, Queen Victoria st 

Evanp, Gzorce Francis, Trafalgarsq June5 Fishers, Essex st, Strand 

Fisuer, Juxia, Finchley rd July5 Emanuel & Simmonds, Finsbury circus 

oe Exma Lucy, Westbourne park June 10 Horsley & Weightman, Guildhall 
GiFForD, ees: Over, Cambridge July8 Reep & Co, Great St Thomas Apostle 
Harvey, James, Redcrossst Aug 10 East, Basinghall st 

Heywoop, SamvE1, Stalybridge, Mechanic June8 Simister, Stalybridge 

Hinpes, Henry, Norwich, Rope Manufacturer June 15 Barnard & Cross, Norwich 
Hoox, am, Uplands, nr Stroud, Gloucester, Builder June 15 Winterbotham & Sons, 


May 20 Sager, Tod- 


June 5 Gregory, 





Srevens, Jouy, Zeals, Wilts 


Juvrs, Janes, Sedgley, Stafford May 31 ‘Coart, Wolverhampton , 

Joxzs, Owen Giyxpwe, Oswestry, Salop June 17 Longueville & Co, Oswestry 

Martin, GrorGcz, Moseley June16 Beale & Co, Birmingham 

Mavnse.t, Mrs Matitpa Axwe Frances, Kettering, Northumberland May 31 Fishers, 
Essex st, Strand ‘ . 

Meeps, Frepericx, Manor Park, Essex June5 Prestons, Stratford 

Me vine, Mary, Southport May 31 Brown & Co, Southport 

Moors, Mavaice, Bristol June30 Lawrence & Co, Bristol 

Newe tt, Taomas, St James’s Palace, Pall Mall June5 Fishers, Essex st, Strand 

Newick, Katuerine Ann, Bedminster, pas June 30 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 


Outlv ~ 3 eases Rosert Car 
& Smee, Norfolk House, 
leven Pua@ese Cunuirre, Exeter June24 Stamp & Co, Honiton 


PackxHam, James, Barcombe, Sussex, Farmer July 14 Vinall, Lewes 

Parker, Georce, St Peter’s, Thanet, Kent June 24 Piesse & Son, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Ripspae, Evizaseta, Batley, York Junel4 Brearley, Batley 

Rocers-TittsTone, Bensamin TILisTone, Patcham July7 Hughes & Masterman, New 
Senet toe Teenis Southport Sept 29 Withington & Co, Manchester 

Satomoy, Max Gustav, Port Elizabeth, Cape Colony June 30 Hollams & Co, Mincing In 
Suirn, Marcaret, Sevenoaks, Kent June5 Letchford, Mark In 

Smirx, WiLL14M, Harrogate, Bootmaker May 26 Gilling, Harrogate 

Somerton, Gzorce, Clifton Down, Bristol July5 Gwynn & Masters, Bristol 





wn, Demerara, British Guiana June 6 


June 12 Wilson & Son, Salisbury 


TasseLtL, Mary Ann, Uloombe, Kent May 10 Hallett & Co, Ashford, Kent 


——— A.ice, London fields, Hackney June 1 Long & Gardiner, Lincolo’s inn | Taovenroy, Jeaxxetre, Ramsgate June 24 Mercer & Whitehead, Ramsgate 


Hovu.pew, Saran Ann, and Fraxx Hovu.tpey, Todmorden May 20 Sager, Todmorden 
Hysiop, Wixii1am, Croydon Junel Rowland & Hutchinson, Croydon 

Ippison, Exizasetu, Dishforth, York June1 Wise & Son, Ripon 

Ippison, Sazau, Dishforth, York June 1 Wise & Son, Ripon 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Frivay, May 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. - 
Amos, ee York, Hatter York Pet May 9 Ord 


pm... Sm, Burleigh fields, Leeds, Coal Agent 
Leeds Ord May 8 


et May 8 

ATKINSON, | aera Adswood, nr Stockport, Architect 
Stockport Pet May8 Ord May 8 

BarLow, —— 8, Kensington High Court Pet Feb 20 
Ord May 

CoaTEs, _ a hest 
Man 


Clothlooker 
. gy Hee 10 Gal May 10 
‘OULTHARD, FRANK, ent st, Solicitor h Court Pet 
April 27 Ord May ahs 
CuLLWick, GEORGE , ee JONES, eer Pembroke 
Pembroke Dock Pet Aprilis Ord M 
pon, § ——e~ Awliscombe, Devon, Bakes “Rube Pet 
ys 
Evans, oom Wass, Middle Handley, nr Chester- 
fi lacksmith Chesterfield Pet May9 Ord May 9 
Ev a East Finchley High Court Pet April65 Ord 





Fewe.t, Roperr Jouyx, Thornton Heath, Gea, Corn 
e i yt Pet - * 20 B en. ~ * 
ARIN, Frank, Montague st, Russ » Hotel Manager 

High Court Pet March 14 Ord May 

Gansipe, Jor, Brighouse, Yorks, Wholesale Confectioner 
Halifax Pet May8 Ord May 8 

Git, hae ta | Gathers, Cardifi, Painter Cardiff Pet 
Ma Ord May 9 


Gass iy pn Frarn_ey, Croydon, Surrey Croydon 
H = ane Row yo ie ‘ ereford 4 . 

e.. EORGE, Survey or H Pet A) 15 
Od Mays . = 


y 
—s, CuAaries, Boscombe Poole Pet May 8 Ord 
ay 
Hounsett, Eustace Atraep Srraneways, Sidcup, Kent 
Chelmsford Pet May8 Ord Mays 
vm, Wituam, Stores, Gyflin, nr gy Carnarvons, 
Grocer Bangor Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Marruews, Freveric Stuart, New Brompton, Kent, 
—s Shop Keeper Rochester Pet May 8 Ord 
ay 8 
Wownie, Cuarves, and Joun Wi.uiam James, Cathaya, 
Cardiff, Builders Cardiff Pet May 6 Ord May 6 
Nornis, Sanu, New Cross High Court Pot May 6 Ord 


ay 6 
oO’ Brien, Joun Francis, Manchester, Inventor Muan- 
chester Pet April 18 ‘Ora May 8 
Peaxsoy, BexsAmin, Northampton, soaks Manufacturer 
Northampton Pet May 8 Ord May 
Pou e itt, Tuomas, Barrow in Furness, "satter Ulverston 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Raxton, Raten, Hyde, poy) Hatter Ashton under 
Lyne Pet Mays Ord May 
Sercuirre, Grorark Henry Tunslet, Leeds, Confectioner 
Leeds Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Trornvon, Josern, Old Kent rd, Spruheaher High Court 
Pet May 6 Ord May 6 
Touts, Dw akb Heyny, Wotton under Pony ja Glos, 
t Pet May8 Ord Ma: 
Warrwaut, Tuon A8, Malton, Yorks, Joiner 5 
Newcastle on 


May9 O:d ‘May 9 
Wissen, Sages ee mit _ ne, Builder 
New eon Tyne Pet Apill9 0 

Wisox, Jony Wituiam Rocnesrer, Leeds Teds Pet 
May8 Ord May 8 

Wiscomps, Gronar, Upper Chute, Wilts Salisbury Pet 
May6 Ord May 6 
Amended notice substituted for that pena in the 

Gazette of April 28 











Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 5: 
As.Lett, WILLIAM Easton, ype Grocer Birming- 
ham Pet May 8 Ord Ma: 
Amended notice cnbstituted: ud that genet: in the 


Gazette of May 9 : 
r, Boot Dealer 


London 
Kernrince, DantzL, jun, Hulme, 
ril2i Ord May 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Pay, Francis, Markham terr, High Court 
Rec Ord Feb 8 Resc April 19 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ALLIsoy, WitrrED Henay AnpREw, Lazonby, Cumberland 
May 19at 11 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
Arxiyson, CHARLES, Burley Fields, Leeds, Coal Agent 
May 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Brack, WititiAm Brarpsatt, Bramley, Leeds, Butcher 
May 19at11 Off Rec, 3 Park row, Leeds 
Gem, ae EL, = * orks, Draper May 19 at 3 
tation Hotel, Y 
Coutr, Ernest onal Bexley Heath, Kent, Builder 
May 29 at 11.30 115, High st, Rochester 
Davizs, Tuom 4s, — aha tie Gaueen 4 Grocer May 23 
at 12.30 ship Hi wo Ly 4 
Evans, J J, East Finchley May 19 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 


bldgs, Carey st 
oo, eae Manager 


Garin, Franx, Montague st, Russell 
May 19 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

GaRsIDE, Jox, anos, Ze Yorks, Wholecale Confectioner 
June 20 at 11 Off Rec, Town Hall chmbrs, Halifax 

om > bm Frary.ey, Croydon May 19 at11.30 24, 

app, London Bri idge 

Haroup ‘Weare & Co, Liverpool, Architects {May 19 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care: 

Hawkins, Atraep, Luton, Plait Salesman May 
19 at 11.3) Of Rec, St Paul’s 84, Bedford 

Henry Ewatp & Coand Hexry Ewavp, Bishopsgate st 
bate wng Reng nm J Agents May 19 at 12 Bank- 
ru 

Hickixe, ALBEMARLE Firzroy, Lowestoft, Fruiterer May 
20 at 1.30 Off Ree, 8, "st, Norwich 


Jounston, Francis Henry, Has’ Clerk May 19 at 
2.15 Young & Bank 
Jones, Heyay JErrrey, ae iietaye hyans Solicitor 


May 19 at 12 135, 
Marruews, Freperic Srv = ae Boapton, x 
General Shop Keeper May 29 at 12 18 High at 


ester 
Marrarws, Wit.1am, Treharris, Glam, Stoker May 19 at 


8 1835, High st, Merthyr 

Norris, Sanvs_, Erlanger ger rt, New w Cross May 19 at 230 

Saxtox, Ratra, Hy Cheshire, Hatter May 19 at 2.90 
Off Rec, B st, Manchester 

Scnizrres, J L, Southend on Sea, Builder May 19 at 3 
ott 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Sorkiy, Wittiam Henry, hoe yo Mon, General Mer- 
chant aey St ll 17 Mary st, Cardiff 

8arrn, Er unarm C, Oxford, Farmer May 19 at 12 1, St 

dace’s, Oxford 

Wenn, es — Heyry, Great Yarmouth, Baker May 20 

wun 3 J of hee 6 ae Ww + - 

ILLIAMS, JOHN, UGH ILLIAMS, 
sey, Grocers May 23 at 1.3) Ship Hotel, Bangor 

Waser, Joun Winuiax Rocursrsr, Leeds May 19 at 12 

Rec, 22, Park row, 

Woon — TKR, Upton on Severn, Licensed Victualler 
May 19 at 11 te st, Worcester 

f— stp substituted for that _— in the 

London a ee 


Wisos, Witiiam, Stockton Relive Lnspecter 


May l7at3 Off aDstDiCA Salter 





London 
Sarrn, Erurain 0, Oxford, Farmer Banbi Pet March 
43° Onl Apr 26 wn 


_ ap York, Hatter York Pet May 9 Ord 


| Truman, CaTuerive Ans, Nottingham Junel0 Eking & Wyles, Nottingham 
| Wesrwexi, Wittiam, Ashton on Mersey, Chester, General Merchant July 1 Cobbett & 
| WitxiaMs, =. Gelligaer, Glam, Innkeeper July 1 Linton & Kenshole, Aberdare 

* Worratt, Exiza, Penketh, nr Warrington Junel7 Davies & Co, Warrington 


Aner bin = gn eeted caution, Grocer Birming- 


pe. NSON y te Ay Burley Leeds, Coal Agent 
Leeds Pet May8 Ord May 8 
Hazrrecp, and Epwarp Hagrrecp 
Merchants 


Davi lh A yay Queen Victoria st, Surveyor 
High Court we 7 Ord ols 4 
Dasraot, Oswaxo, Bacto Leeds Pet March 


May 8 
pg Pavia, Frepesic Mogrrz Gaepeme Egurx, So 
circus, Solicitor High Court Pet april2i Ord a 
Evans, xs, PRepEnicx Wituram, Middle Haadiey, ar 
feld, Blackmith Chesterfield Pet May 9 ry May 9 


Fixcn, Bexsamin Grores, Licensed 

ae Forgan 

Garsipe, Joz, Wholesale Confectioner Halifax 
Pet May 8 a May 8 

Grover, Tuomas Fearn_ey, Croydon Croydon Pet March 
6 Ord April 28 


ce ond tay 8 Boscombe, Southampton Poole Pet 


rd Ma: 
Jones, blag = Canoe, Carnarvon, Grocer 


May, Hxyxay T, Honor Oak 
iagh So we se 
Mesuiyics, Caaguss Heyzy Foo 
Piymouth Pret April2) ane 
NEwMAN, Cyemee, | a Jouyx Ba a James, Cathays, 


‘ Cardi, Baildere ae $ Ord May 6 
=~ =} Lirespoat Gesora Liverpool 


Nosns covni, Bermendsey High Court Pet May 6 
Sock Manufactarer 


Pransox. BeyxsaMiy, 
N 


Ord May 8 
Sov rarwano, Gee Grosar Cowan, sy 


Wasdale, Cumber- 
land, F. Whiteraven ~y 4 Ord May 9 
Surcuirer te ono e~} yy Confevtioner 


Leads Ut wap lO 

Toric, Bow eo Bevery ace uader Edge, Glos, 

haat Oe Pet May 

Wrirarts. tnowas, Malton, Yoras, Joiner 

dec May cd May 9 

Wises, Jony Wiretiam Rocussrsen, Leeds Leeds Pet 
Mays urd Afays 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, May 16. 
RECBIVING ORDERS. 


BRACKENBURY ry Rrog#arp Ta YLOR, Lenouster, Baker 
Jaa), ford A, May 
. uN, 
ARBY, JOMN ns oangate 
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oo, Micuaret Josrrn, 
Oc acme to 19 Ord. May 11 ne 
STANCE, JOHN Epwarp ee or Peter- 
borough Pet May2 Ord Ma 


y 
Dext, Lawrexce Gerorcr, _ +a ork, Grocer 
upon Hull Pet May 11 Osa May 11 
mam Jonx, Leicester, Wholesale Draper 
Pet May 11 Ord May 11 
Exrorp, Jory aes Butcher 
Plymouth Pet 


May 18 
- % sane, Teme, wives Gitaits, Labo Dudley Pet May 
Pox, Rucnano, Hunslet, Leeds Leeds PetMayii1 Ord 
@nasvrsn, fnomas Roszar, Lisareg, 
Victualler 


Carnarvons, 
wy ~ 4. 11 Ord May 11 
Manufacturer 


Geagoce, & 2, Eeeqeen, Laster 

Court Pet April 25 Ord May 12 

— Norzis, Licensed Victualler Bath Pet 
7 


, Lamp Manufacturer 


Drxoy, 


Locxwoop, D, Huddersfield, Railway Signalman 
Hi eld Pet MayS Ord May8 : 
Oil Dealer Bridg- 


=D, East a Mer- 
orwich Pet May 1i Ord May 11 
Reqpeee, Sone, March, Cambridges Pet May 11 Ord 
em, Sat Sites Ipswich Ord 
Moorz, Groncz, Oxford Oxford Pet Ma 
Gila dw 
een Cane Bangor 
oo, san Jour, West Norwood, Builder High Court 


ma tee Clayton, mr Manchester, Dyer Man- 
“a. a y12 Ord May 12 a 


y 
—_> | 
Pet May 


Rosiss, Tuomas, . Blacksmith Heref 

are may 1 Ord aay - 
UsD&gEs, Jous, New Brompton, Kent, Builder Rochester 
Pet 26° Ord May 11 

Scort, SE Rope Manufacturer 
Halifax Pet Mayi3 Ord 13 

—— , Xi Tailor Scarborough 


areham, Dorset, Boot 

Pet May it Ord May 11 
Tarioz, Joux Josuva, AztTure Tarton, and Witiiax 
Tarioz, Manufacturers 
Pet Ord Wont, ll 


— ——- Bradford, W. ‘ool Merchant Bradford 
yy {~ Ord May 10 

me, ALTER Bexwazpv, West Kirby, Chester, 

Provision Pet May 12 is Ged May 13 

Potter Wolverhampton 


Wholesale Stationer Bristol 


ph ~ 5 ~F eee 
a eck 3 Gout “Pel May it Ord Ms: May 
_ T, upon See ma 
Paw. Fe 
Be —— pasties to the 
lot, Fuzvrzice promt by om 
‘Kingston, Surrey Pet Pet March 8 ‘ennte = 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
Londen Gassite of Mines 
Teatz, Eexest Jonx Witxiss, Pigbeston, Works 
anoint tee eels E, 
3 sews, Southend 
Scutererz, Joux Lews on Builder 
Chelmordora a gel 8 Or Ord May 2 _ 


FIEST MEETINGS. 
a May 24iat12.15 Off Rec, 


Stonegate, Y 
Astert, Witiisx Eseros, Birmingham, Grocer May 
ail 174, Corporation st, > 
—_ oy Joszrn, and Joux Axsvexzw Keity, 
Mou May % xt 11 Off Eee, Westgate chmbrs, 


Bewport, 
Bosses, Eieees ©, Kensington May % at 12 Bankruptcy 
Bescurrecer, biceass ie, 1, Bowie Leicester, oe, Bates May 


Het ize 
Cazer, pg ah — -¥ DB at 2D 
—— 
Caux, Tomes Beever, | oester, Dealer in Viate May 2 
s12m Of 


er Aso: Macher tas May 71 at 


en Ga > Eied Denton Dealer 
May 4 2 Of ben, %, Jun &., tondcrian’ 
Comitasen, Fraxn, ms Solicitor May 4 6 2.00 


me x ot Menus Sosern, Fe 9 + sa Builder May % at 

Deut, Giver, 

tt ew oa May 21 at 11 
sae Jomn, Lehesater, Whehemle Draper 

“tt Dessor ioin, Fate fr” ed 


Moy Bott) 56, Mabwos opp Lash 


Forpxam, Joun Danigt, East Molesey, Surrey, Bi Builder's 
Foreman May 24 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 


Forester, Gzorcr, Chester, Builder May 28at3 Crypt 
chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chi 
Cardiff, Painter May 29 at 11 
Nether, Yorks, Butcher May 
v 
a Sean May 25 
Hargison, Toomas Henry, teliffe, Yorks, Blacksmith 
Wats Off Rec, Ba‘ 

Harrison, Wit.1am, Gt Grimsby, Coal 


ll Of 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsb: 
Hissegp, eee Dorsets, Brick Manufacturer 


May 24 at 12.30 Off Rec, Endless st, Salis’ 

Hixpie, Rosert a Tiford, Essex, Builder May 24 
at3 Off Rec, 95, Ti chmbrs, Temple av 

Hope, Jonx, cs, Stoneman , tea 2 at 12.30 


Brierfield, | 
Nicholas st Burnley 
Howazp, Guovcn, Farringdon ¥ rd, Lamp Manufacturer 


117, St Mary st, 
Guest, WIttiaM, 
%@at 10.15 Off Rec, 
Gente, AJ, 
at12 Bankru; bl 





Ma 2.30 ee bldgs, Carey 
ME. 4 = Avraxo, st, Strand "ine 25 at 11 Bank- 
JonzEs, THOMAS," Glam Grocer May 23 at 12 


135, st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Kirt, Samve. Cuarves, Plymouth, Basket Manufacturer 

May 23 at 11 6, Atheneum ter, Aerie, Surrey 
Masters, Wiiiiam Gzorcs, Anerley, Surrey, 

May 25 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 
Mayces, Lewis Frepgricx, | eens fone 

May 25at3 Off Ree, 95, T ‘eater a 
Newman, ga and Jonn WILLIAM com, Cathay: 

uilders ent Bake 117, St Mary st, 

—, an, aiiieaheod, , Auctioneer May 24 at 


bldgs, Ya at 

een E, ‘Hesay Belford pl, Russell sq May 25 at 2.30 
yy st 

Rosixsos, 


e Kingston upon Hi 
at ll CF ee ee ee ee 
Sovrawargp, Gzorcz Cowagp, Wasdale, Cumber- 
May 31 at 11.16 County Court house, 
Whitehaven 


Tzaxz, Enxest Jonwx WILKINS, picker Works Manager 
May 25at11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Teatz, Ricnarp WI LKINs, Seal? Heath, Warwicks, 
Manufacturer May 25 at 11.15 174, Corporation st, 


Birmingham 
Tuackray, Joszpu, Bradford, Wool Merchant May 26 at 
11 Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Tuomas, ALFRED, bing 2 Hunts, Saddler June 16 at 
1145 Law Courts, New rd, Pi 

Travis, Jouxs Tuomas, Bredbury, Cheshire May 31 at3 
Byrom st, Manchester 


Off 

Watts, Canpzs, ait com Righ ot Benoa fe Bar Builder May 23 
at 1.15 Sanders & Son, Barnstaple 

WwW William 


May 24 at 2.30 Bankru bl Carey st 
me. Joszrx, Rhyl, Flint, . eee y 2at4 
row, Chester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bracxenevay, Ricnarp Tayon. Leicester, Baker Leicester 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Bracc, Hezpert Wareax, Southend on Sea, Carpenter 
Chelmsford Pet May 11 Ord May li 
Manchester, Journeyman Clothlooker 
et May 10 Ord May 11 
Coons, Bess ars, Gol wo Licensed Victualler High 
se vet eet Hagent st, oat, Bollcitor High Court Pet 
Cox, Wii114m, Bedtainater, pate, Hardware Dealer 
me, Rt wpa tee ork, Grocer Kings- 
aT, LawRExce GzoraE, 
ton Hull Pet May 11 Oya May's 
ee SS Grorcz, 


Coldharbour lane, 
ite High Court Pet Ape 4 
y 
Etrorp, Jouyx neg ear, Devon, Butcher 
vm fy May 13 
Dudley Pet 


vase Le Tipu, Bla, 
me. £, Saas ie, East surrey Pet i 
Foreman mingeeen, arse Pet yd Ord May 1 May ve 


CoarTEs, = ae 
Manchester 


Desxrx, 


ne Hunslet, Leeds et May 11 Ord 

yli 

Gazpurn, Emusr, High rd, Willesden Green, Butcher 
Brighton Pet March 22 ’ Ord May 11 


Gani, Pease \o is, Montague st, Russell sq, Hotel 
4 Court Bet Mande 16 Ord May 12 
Gut, nod Es a Pet 
May 9 Ord May 1 


Gairritn, Thomas ss Honan, Taney 
Vi 


Pet Ma “Ont ay pam il 
Histos, Guanine, Borough | 
Manufacturer Ef Apel a2. 22 “Ord. he 
i ee Bidcup, t 


Houssrtz, 4 ATACE 
Chelmsford Pet 
Hoxzst, Hewny Bear Bip Same, _ Brighton 
C4 


2 Ord Ma: 


P 
Joxus, Hauzey Lewis, 
Ca Pe 


Jorsox, Many, Silloth, Cumberland, Gotoas Carlisle Pet 
May 14 Ord May 


dyna, Speneetiene, Grocer 
Ord May 


Kurt. bauves Chances, Viymouth, Pett Manufacturer 
I ret Pet May 1 11 Ord May 11 

Law ey, Sons, hates Fy , Biackemith Leo- 
minster Vet May i 


Lawnzence, Tuonss, Horsforth, "ork, Builder Leeds 
Pe ch Ord May 12 
Locuett, Wissan, Pack: Case Maker 
Manchettar Pet 2 Ord 5 Bignal 
way nan 
Pet May 6 Ord May 6 
Lover, Wittsan © --y Kant Nortolk, Mer- 
Chant i, ast 11 Ord May u 
Masur, Juss 


Locxwoow, Fup, 


Parry, JouN, Penygroes, Seneem, Shoemaker Bangor 
Pet May 13 Ord ond May 13 

Pei., WitL1am Joun, West Norwood, Builder High Court 
Pet nedgy 4 Ord May 11 

Ropekrts, — + Prone Dyer Manchester Pet 
May 12 May 1 

as THomas, ley, eseteate, Blacksmith Hereford 

et May il Ord May 11 

Senkena oun, New — Kent, Builder Rochester 
Pet April 26 Ord M: 

ScuiErerR, JOHN my Southend j on Sea, Builder Chelms- 
ford Pet April15 Ord Ma 


y 11 
Scott, Txomas Henry, Halifax, sage Manufacturer 
Halifax PetMay13 Ord Ma 
a) Sees, SE Yori ee Tailor Scarborough 
yl 
eum ny 1. Camelford, Cornwall, Boot Maker 
Truro Pet May 13 Ord May 13 
Surrn, yap eS C, Oxford, Farmer Banbury Pet March 


Teate, Exnest i Wik1ys, Edgbaston, Works Manager 
Birmingham Pet April 7 Ord May 18 

Teaue, Bicharp WILkrNs, Small Heath, Warwicks, Manu- 
facturer Pet April7 Ord May 13 

THACKRAY, JOSEPH, —— Wool Merchant Bradford 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Turyver, WILLIAM, ag Potter Wolverhampton Pet 
Mayill Ord May 


Ween ALFRED Warwax, Upper rs + ene 
High Court Pet May12 Ord Ma 
Witrams, Davip Foxton, ‘cene st, Strand, {ar 
Agent urt Pet March8 Ord May 11 
Wisox, James Micnart, Newcastle on Tyne, B 
w ne Pet April 19 Bt p.. mn 
18E, HeNnRY, ~ yyy Kingston upon 
Pet May 11 Ord May 1 - 
notice saute for that published in 
Foy, F be — ae Kingsto 
‘OY, FREDERICK ARTHUR, aper mn, 
Surrey Pet March 8 fieecncanen 


Ali letters intended for salinities in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 











EDE AND SON, 


ROBE BSA> MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 

To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Wists of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, é&c 

80BE8 FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Olerks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 











Freehold and Long Leasehold Investments 

To be offered for SALE by "AUCTION by Mr. 
EORGE FUTVOYE FRANCIS, at the 

MART, E.C., on THURSDAY, JUNE 1, at TWO 
o'clock, in Ten Lote :— 
‘WIMBLEDON PARK, 8.W.—Nos. 1 and 5, Pembri 

villas, Sou Two semi-detached Residences, with 

lege ere, ae SS pe eee. Term 67 years 
at -ren' 


WANDBWORT §.W.—Leasehold Ground-rent of £7 
annum a a Nos. 4, 6, and 8, Tonsley-road, 


hill. 

SOUTH WooD! ‘ORD, ESSEX.—Freehold attractive 
detached Villa, known as Durham Cottage, corner of 
Chelmaford-road, and Five picturesque tage Resi- 
Sam Nos. 1 to 6, Cheyne-row, Grove-road. Let at 
rentals raATDEN, £147 186. per annum, 

HIGH HALDEN ag oh —Two Enclosures of Free- 
hold Land s. , ¥ * a a frontage of 117ft. 
to main road from Tenterden te ; eligibie building 
site for residence, or ees Loy oo "frat growing. Let 
at nominal annual rent of £8 for grazing purposes. 

Karly vacant possession may be had of any of the pro- 
perties, which are all now let on short tenancies and below 
rental values. from Messrs. Mead & Bons, 
Bolicitors, No, 6, Arundell-street, Piccedilly-circus, W. ; 
and at the Anctioneee’ Offices, Katon-chambers, Bucking- 
ham "Palaco-road, 5 
hen [iparies of M. H. Orackanthorpe, Eaq., Q.C., D.G.Ls 
+ Grosvenor Woods. Eaq., Q.0., ¥ 
Oak Bookcase with glazed — 








May ti na ” 


Handsome Oak 
"1 ESSE, HODGSON will SELL by 
pag td wt oe ROOMS, 115, C1 -lane, 
Wo. JUNE 1, at ONE o the 
above valuable LAW VLAN ANKLE, Sm se swonmmmiess 
nets of the New mh from commencement in 
~~ (6 the presen’ in the various Courts 
of Common ne of a ut ~ Hansard’s Parliamentary 
, 24 voln Trials, 34 vols.—and the 
usual Text-books a: and Books of Referees. 
are preparing. 








